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Tur ATToRNEY-GENERAL has this year introduced a 
Registration of Electors Bill, which was read a second 
time on Thursday evening. It is in many respects a 
great improvement upon the bills introduced in the last 
two or three sessions by Mr. Vernon Harcourt and other 
members, because it remedies several of the defects of 
the present law, which really cause practical inconve- 
nience, without introducing the extensive, wholly unne- 
cessary, and very costly changes which the former bills 
proposed. This bill will throw little, if any, additional 
expense on local rates, whereas the former bills would 
have done so to a very considerable extent. The present 
bill, however, is not perfect. One main object to be 
effected by it, is to have the parliamentary and municipal 
lists in boroughs revised at the same time, and printed in 
one list. No doubt this will be a great advantage, but 
it will necessitate some alteration in the present dates. 
Upon this point the bill is not satisfactory. For the 
purpose of bringing the new register into operation in 
time for the municipal elections to take place in the be- 
ginning of November as at present, the revision is put 
back to a period between the 9th of August and the 14th 
of September. For many reasons this would not be very 
convenient in boroughs, but in counties it would be, 
owing to the harvest, just about the most inconvenient 
time that could possibly be selected. It is quite impos- 
sible to expect country overseers to attend at such a time. 
It would be far better to alter the time of the municipal 
elections. If they were appointed for the 20th of Decem- 
ber or thereabouts, so as to be over before Christmas, the 
new officers might enter on their duties at the com- 
mencement of the year without any inconvenience to any 
one. 

As regards the part of the bill which is intended to 
discourage frivolous objections, among provisions some 
of which are of no great importance, there is one section, 
the 12th, which will take away the principal real grievance 
from which electors at present suffer. This clause directs 
that the barrister shall, before calling upon a person ob- 
jected to (other than a claimant) to. prove his case, in- 
quire into the objection, and unless some prima facie 
ground of objection is shown, shall retain the name. 
Hitherto the barrister has had no power to do this. 
Objectors have speculated upon voters being ignorant of 
this, and persons who have neglected notices of objec- 
tion for which they knew there was no ground, thinking 
that this fact must necessarily appear, have found their 
names struck off. The bill contains a few other provi- 
sions, the majority of which are useful, such as the 
simplification of the entry required on the list or claim 
in the case of successive occupation, and the power to 
call on a revising barrister by rule to stataa case. We 
hope that the schedule to the bill, which substitutes new 
dates for the various steps of the revision, for the dates 
which are named for them under the present law, will be 
carefully revised, and that with this and a few other minor 
alterations, the bill will pass. We are glad to see that 
Mr. C. E. Lewis, the new member for Derry, spoke on the 





subject. It is a great advantage that there shouid be in 
the House a gentleman who from long experience is so 
well and practically acquainted with the details of regis- 
tration business. He is no doubt quite right in his criti- 
cism of the provision in the bill making it obligatory on 
the revising barristers, except under special circumstances, 
to give costs even to claimants if they ultimately succeedin 
getting their names on the list. It is not expedient to 
discourage objection too much or the register will not be 
looked after at all. Our view is that the barrister ought 
to have power to give costs to objectors in more cases 
than he has at present. Thus where an objection leads 
to a useful amendment, it ought to be made on payment 
of costs as it would be in any other Court. If this were 
added to the bill, the provision it already contains, to 
which Mr. Lewis objected, would only discourage careless 
and frivolous objections, instead of altogether preventing 
objections being made, as it is not unlikely to do if it 
stands alone. 





Tue case or Ex parte Watkins, Re Coaston, in which 
the Lord Chancellor and Mellish, L.J., a few days ago 
overruled the judgment of Bacon, C.J., is a case of very 
great commercial importance. Indeed, the decision of 
the Chief Judge, had it not been overruled, would have 
entailed most disastrous consequences, for it would have 
interfered materially with the security of trade. 

The order and disposition clauses, as they are com- 
monly called, which have formed a part of our bank- 
ruptcy law ever since the days of James I. have all been 
founded upon a perfectly clear and simple principle. 
Their policy has been to prevent people from enabling 
others to obtain credit to which they are not entitled, by 
leaving their goods in the hands, and as the apparent pro- 
perty, of such others; and then, when bankruptcy occurs, 
intervening and withdrawing out of reach of the creditors 
who have been thus misled, the property to which they 
have been induced to look as their security. With this 
end in view the Bankruptcy Acts have, in language 
varying but little from the earliest times to the latest, 
enacted that goods in the possession, order, or disposition 
of a bankrupt trader, with the consent of the true owner, 
and of which the bankrupt is reputed owner, should pass 
to the assignee or trustee in bankruptcy. Under these 
provisions it is obvious that, as a general rule, if the true 
owner of goods hired them or let them on hire to a trader, 
allowing him to confound them indiscriminately with his 
own goods; or if the buyer of goods, instead of taking 
delivery of them, leave them seemingly still a part of 
the seller’s stock-in-trade, in either case, these dealing 
with the person in whose custody.the goods appear are 
sure to be misled by the false appearance, and they will 
regard him as the reputed owner. On the other hand, 
if the business of the trader be to take charge of other 
people’s goods, and this be openly announced to the 
world, as is the case of a warehouseman, of a whar- 
finger, or a carrier, it is plain that the possession 
of goods not his own can mislead no man. In 
the intermediate case, where a trader does not ex- 
pressly hold himself ont as taking charge of other 
people’s goods, but yet carries on a trade, in which, by 
the known general custom of the trade, it is in the or- 
dinary course of business that he should have other 
people’s goods in his hands, the Court have long applied 
the same rule. Those who deal with traders know 
the customs of the trade—they would not be customs 
otherwise—and those who know such a custom as we 
speak of must know that from seeing goods in a man’s 
hands they are not to infer that they are his own. He 
cannot, therefore, be properly the reputed owner of them. 
This rule has often been applied in modern cases, as in 
Watson v. Peache (1 Bing. N. C. 327), where the hirer of 
barges who used them as if his own, and had his own name 
painted on them, was held not to be the reputed owner, 
because the known custom of the trade was to employ 
hired barges and deal with them as he had done; and as 
in Priestley v. Pratt (15 W. R. 639, L. R. 2 Ex. 101), 
21 
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where similar effect was given to a custom of leaving 
cattle in the hands of the seller for some time after the 
sale. 

The case now in, question was almost exactly similar 
to that last mentioned. It was proved to be the well- 
known custom of the Liverpool spirit trade for the pur- 
chaser of spirits to leave them until he wants them in the 
seller’s bonded warehouse, paying a rent for them. 
Bacon, C.J., held this custom insufficient to prevent the 
spirits so left from passing to the trustee upon the bank- 
ruptcy of the seller, as goods in his order and disposition 
as reputed owner. This decision the Court of Appeal 
has reversed, a course entirely in harmony with the 
previous decisions, as well as with the policy upon which 
the law of reputed ownership is based. 





Some memper of the Judicature Commission must be 
gifted with fine powers of irony. A Liverpool journal 
publishes the special questions relating to the establish- 
ment of Tribunals of Commerce, which have been sent 
by the Commissioners to the leading commercial associa- 
tions. We cannot too much admire the apparently 
innocent yet subtle way in which the objections 
to the recent proposals are put before the “ leading 
commercial associations,’ and the ingenious manner 
in which snares are laid for the advocates of the proposed 
Tribunals. Thus, first of all, the unwary man of com- 
merce is asked whether he wishes the Tribunal to be com- 
posed wholly of mercantile men? Not wishing to appear 
unreasonable or greedy of power, and, moreover, secing 
difficulties ahead in case of an affirmative answer, he natu- 
rally replies inthenegative, and is thereupon assailed with 
the question, “Should the lawyer judge merely have a 
bare vote, or should the decision as to the law and facts, 
or either, rest with him, he having the assistance of mer- 
cantile men, but not being bound to adopt their views ?” 
The associations are asked, “ Would there be dauger of 
uncertainty and of conflicting decisions if Tribunals of 
Commerce were established without having a code of 
commercial law as a guide ?”’; but the unkindest cut of 
all is contained in the concluding question. “ Assuming 
changes to be made in the procedure, &c., of the existing 
courts, so a6 to make them as far as possible expeditious 
and inexpensive, and assuming also the judges of the 
existing courts to be aided in suitable cases by mercantile 
or other assessors or referees, and to have power in such 
cases to dispense with a jury, would any, and if any, 
what advantage result from the establishment of Tribunals 
of Commerce ?” 


Tue case of Erskine vy. Adeane, heard at the Rolls a 
few days ago, deserves notice, not only for the interest- 
ing spectacle it appears to have afforded of a Chancery 
Judge and several learned counsel engaged in an anxious 
investigation of the ailments of lambing ewes, but chiefly 
for the doctrine, said to have been laid down by Lord 

tomilly, as to the liability of a landowner who lets a 
farm on which uoxious plants or trees are growing. ‘The 
question arose upon an adjourned summons by the 
tenant of a farm to recover from the executors of his 
late landlord compensation, inter alia, for sheep, 
alleged to have been poisoned through browsing 
on yew trees growing on the lands demised. The 
Master of the Rolls came to the conclusion that the 
allegation of the claimant was made out, and he is 
reported to have held him entitled to compensation, “on 
the broad ground that as between landlord and tenant 
there is an implied warranty on the part of the former 
that the trees and shrubs which he plants, or suffers to 
be on the demised premises, sliall not be noxious or in- 
jurious to the tenant.” Assuming that Lord Romilly 
has been correctly reported, we venture to inquire 
whether this “broad” ground is not also somewhat 
new ground? Parke, B., stated in Sutton v. T'emple 
(12 M. & W, at-p. 64), that “the word ‘ demise’ 
certainly does uot carry with it any implied under- 
taking that the land shall be fit for the purpose for 





which it has been taken; the law merely annexes to it g 
condition that the party demising has a good title to the 
premises, and that the lessee shall not be evicteg 
during the term.” If, as the last named case sho 
there is no undertaking by the landlord against the exis. 
tence of unwholesome substances on the surface of a 
field, it is difficult to see how any undertaking can be 
implied on his part against unwholesome trees growing 
ina field. It is impossible to say where such a doctrine 
as that reported to have been laid down by Lord Romi 
might lead. If the landlord is responsible to the tenant 
for damage occasioned by the existence of yew trees on 
the farm, he must clearly be also liable for injury result. 
ing from noxious herbs growing on the farm; or from 
poisonous paint which the tenant’s cattle have detached 
from gates or rails on the farm. Why not also for foot. 
rot or other diseases of the tenant’s sheep or cattle, due 
more or less to the wet state of the land? Surely the 
common sense view of the matter is to suppose that the 
tenant would “do what every man in his senses would 
do—viz., make proper investigation and satisfy himself 
as to the condition” of the land “before he entered 
upon the occupation of it” (Meates v. Cadogan, 10 
C. B. 601), and if, knowing of the existence on the farm 
of the yew trees, he nevertheless chose to run the risk 
of his sheep browsing upon them, to make him bear the 
conseqnences of his own imprudence. 





Ir WILL BE REMEMBERED that in the case of Simpson v,. 
Blues (20 W. R. 680, L. R. 7 C. P. 290) the Court of 
Common Pleas decided that notwithstanding the ex- 
tensive words of the County Courts Admiralty Jurisdic- 
tion Act, 1869, jurisdiction was not given to County 
Courts over matters not previously within the competence 
of the Court of Admiralty. They so decided on the 
ground that it was the expressed intention of the earlier 
statutes on this subject (with which the Act of 32 & 33 
Vict. c. 51, was incorporated) to confer on the County 
Courts only a part of Admiralty Jurisdiction, and that 
it would be absurd to construe the statute in such a way 
as to give to those Courts a jurisdiction which never be- 
longed to the Admiralty, and moreover by the indirect 
way of appeal and transfer to confer on the Admiralty 
Court itself a new jurisdiction. In referring to this de- 
cision, and the forcible reasoning by which the learned 
judges supported it (ante p. 184) we at the same time 
noticed that if this construction was given to the Act, it 
would (as was pointed out in the argument in Simpson 
v. Blues) be difficult to give any effect at all to 
its second section. This consideration, which was not 
sufficient to deter the Court of Common Pleas from re- 
stricting the apparent extent of the statute by considera- 
tions of consistency and convenience, has prevailed with 
the Privy Council to allow a suit instituted in the County 
Court of Durham under 32 & 33 Vict. c. 51, for breach 
of a charter-party to proceed (The Cargo ex Argos, 21 
W. R. 420), Their Lordships, whilst admitting that 
“the new mercantile jurisdiction in question, if 
conferred, certainly establishes an eccentric system of 
procedure, calculated in its operation to lead to anoma- 
lous and inconvenient results,” and fully appreciating the 
effect of the anomalies and inconveniences pointed out by 
the Court of Common Pleas, “still feel the difficulty of 
limiting by judicial construction the plain and unam- 
biguous words of the statute, especially when one of the 
consequences of the limitation must be to leave without 
operation the important branch of the enactment relating 
to agreements for the use and hire of ships.” At the same 
time, the Court intimated that they would (and, indeed, 
this would be a matter of course) defer to the opinion of 
the Common Law Courts if the opinion was expressed by 
the Court of Appeal, or by uniform decisions in the 
several Courts. 

The result is that for the present a most absurd 
judicial anomaly prevails, for which we may thank, first, 
the originators of this blind-eyed legislation, and, next, 
the watchful care of the various members of the lega 





Pauw OO ct @ 


oe 


a a 


Mar. 22,1873. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 397 








profession, present and past, in the Houses of Parlia- 
ment. 





A crecczanr has been issued by Mr. C. E. Lewis, M.P., 
on behalf of the Executive Committee appointed at the 
meeting on the 8th January last, summoning another 
meeting of members of the Incorporated Law Society, on 
Monday next, at the Guildhall Tavern, Cheapside. 








THE MASTERSHIP OF THE ROLLS. 

Lord Romilly will next week bring to a close his long 
and honourable career in the high office which he has 
now held ‘for nearly a quarter of a century. After such 
a length of time a change in the Judge who sits in Rolls 
Yard will, to those who have been acquainted with the 
Rolls Court during a period which is well-nigh a profes- 
sional lifetime, appear little short of a revolution. The 
proposal to place the Master of the Rolls at the head of 
the Chancery Division of the Supreme Court invests with 
more than usual interest the appointment of the new 
Judge, and has drawn attention to the origin and nature 
of the office. The office of Master, or Clerk, or Custos 
of the Rolls, as he was called until the reign of Henry 7, 
is of the highest antiquity... The Master of the 
Rolls is recognised in the reign of William the Con- 
queror, although at this time he appears to have been 
merely the Chancellor’s Deputy, and not an independent 
officer. In an Act of Parliament of 12 Richard 2, 
ch. 2 in Ruffhead’s edition p. 378, (a.p. 1388), he 
is placed before all the judges, and next to the 
Chamberlain. From the most ancient times he had 
an office in the Chancery, with distinct clerks; and 
in and before the reign of Henry 8 it appears that the 
Six Clerks and they of the Petty Bag were wont to wear 
the Master of the Rolls’ livery, and had to attend the 
Master of the Rolls, and to ask his leave when any of 
them had occasion to go out of town. His style was 
“The Right Worshipful.” He was very frequently 
appointed to be the Lord Keeper of the Great Seal, and 
sometimes the judicial authority of Chancellor was con- 
ferred upon him without the Seal, but sometimes when 
the Seal was intrusted to him he was restricted in its use. 
In Cooper’s Chancery Miscellanies is set out a quaint 
passage, dated from the reign of Queen Elizabeth, 
showing “the originall of the Rolles in Chancerie Lane.” 
From this, and other sources, we learn that Henry 3 
built a house for the Jews converted to the faith of Christ, 
which house Edward 3, in the fifty-first year of his reign, 
granted to the Master of the Rolls and his successors for 
ever, & grant which was confirmed by Richard 2, “In 
which house the Maister of the Rolles (for the time 
being) hath a goodlie and statelie lodging. In which 
also there is a faire chappell, called the chappel of the 
Rolle. . . . . At the west end whereof (on certaine 
appointed days therefore) the Maister of the Rolles doth 
in the afternoones sit in a place formed and railled in, 
after the manner of the Courts at Westminster, to heare 
and determine matters depending in the Chancerie.” In 
those days we must picture the Master of the Rolls as 
resident in his “statelie lodging” in Rolls Yard, and as 
expected to show there a stately hospitality. “ The Six 
Clerks and they of the Petty Bag” usually resorted to 
his table. Fyrom the earliest time and down to the 26 
Henry 8 all the Masters of the Rolls were Churchmen, 
and we conceive that when Edward 3 granted to the 
Master of the Rolls the house which Henry 3 built for the 
Jews converted to the faith of Christ, he little contem- 
plated that at a distant date it might be competent for 
one not merely not a cleric but even a member of that 
persuasion for whose converted members the house was 
originally built, to preside in the Court of this high 
dignitary, 

The origin and the limits of the jurisdiction of the 
Master of the Rolls have been the subject of much dis- 
cussion. In early times the appointment does not appear 
of itself to have conferred any judicial authority; and 





the first traces of the exercise of any such jurisdiction 

are found in the reign of Edward 1. In the reigns of 
Henry 6 and Edward 4 the Master of the Rolls 
is found sitting jointly with the Judges, and ap- 
pears sometimes to be placed after the Judge. 
From the reign of Henry 6 bills for relief are 
addressed to him; and in the reign of Elizabeth he is 
described as the assistant to the Chancellor for matters 
at Common Law, and, in Ais absence, to hear causes and 
make orders. About the year 1727, a treatise called “A 
Discourse of the Judicial Authority belonging to the 
Master of the Rolls in the High Court of Chancery” 
appears to have sought to establish that there are two 
judges in the Court of Chancery, not co-ordinate but in 
a subordination of the one to the other; the Chancellor 
supreme, and the Master of the Rolls the subordinate 
Judge; that the law invests the Master of the Rolls with 
a jurisdiction, by virtue of his office, in aid of the juris- 
diction of the Chancellor, not co-ordinate with it, and 
that this authority is inherent in the office and not dele- 
gated from the Chancellor. In reply to these doctrines, 
which were clearly regarded as heretical, there was pub- 
lished in 1727 a treatise on the “ Legal Judicature in 
Chancery,” in which the author undertakes to prove four 
propositions, thus stated :—(1) That the Chancellor is 
the sole Judge on the Common Law Side in the Court of 
Chancery. (2) That the Chancellor is sole Judge of 
Equity in the Court of Chancery. (3) That in the 
Chancery are several clerks and officers under the Chan- 
cellor; and that particularly, by the constitution of the 
Court, there are twelve Ministerial officers called Clerks 
or Masters in Chancery (whereof the Master or Clerk of 
the Rolls is one) who are assistants to the Lord Chan- 
cellor, but yet subject to his orders and direction, and 
by him from time to time deputed and assigned to such 
business as the exigency or state of the Court requires ; 
and (4) That the Master of the Rolls is no Judge either 
in Law or Equity in the Court of Chancery; but what- 
ever judicial power he hath lawfully exercised hath been 
either as one of the twelve Masters of Chancery, or by 
virtue of the King’s commission. This is probably the 
true history of the origin of the Master of the Rolls’ 
jurisdiction. However this may be, we know that in 
consequence of the controversy on this subject, carried 
on by the treatises to which we have referred, it was 
enacted by the 3 Geo. 2, c. 30, that all orders and 
decrees of the Master of the Rolls, except such as, ac- 
cording to the course of the Court, ought only to be 
made by the Lord Chancellor, should be valid orders and 
decrees of the Court of Chancery, subject to appeal to 
the Lord Chancellor; but all such decrees and orders 
were to be signed by the Lord Chancellor prior to inrol- 
ment. And now, by 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 94, s. 24, the 
Master of the Rolls is to hear and determine motions, 
pleas, and demurrers subject to appeal to the Lord 
Chancellor. The jurisdiction exercised by the Master 
of the Rolls at the present day is practically co-extensive 
with that of the Vice-Chancellors, but this is not with- 
out exception. Where, under the statutory jurisdiction 
of the Court, application is by the Act directed to be 
made to the Lord Chancellor, it may be, and usually is in 
the first place, made to one of the Vice-Chancellors, but 
it has been. held that application cannot in such a case 
be made to the Master of the Rolls unless he is named 
in the Act (see Re Scott, 12 Beav. 361, 363; Meyrick v. 
Lawes, 5 W. R. 746; 23 Beav. 449). 

In legal precedence at the present day, the Master of 
the Rolls takes rank next after the Lord Chief Justice of 
England, and before the chiefs of the Courts of Common 
Pleas and Exchequer, who in their turn take precedence 
of the Lords Justices of Appeal in Chancery. I¢ is an 
anomaly, and a striking mark of the dignity attached to 
his office, that a Judge of First Instance should thus rank 
in legal precedence before the Judges to whom appeals 
from his decisions are carried. But this is not the only 
anomalous privilege attached to the office. The Master 
of the Rolls is now, since the privilege of the Judge ef 
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the Admiralty Court was taken away, the only Judge who 
may sit and vote in the Commons House of Parliament. 
This privilege must probably be traced to that branch of 
his office which concerns the guardianship of the rolls. 
There are in fact united in his person two characters 
entirely distinet, the one judicial, the other ministerial. 
It has been much discussed whether, upon the avoidance 
caused by Lord Romilly’s retirement, these offices might 
not advantageously be separated, and a fourth Vice- 
Chancellor be appointed to discharge the judicial duties 
now devolving upon the Master of the Rolls. There may 


be arguments in favour of this course, but for our part 
we should be sorry to see any rough blow struck at one 
of the most ancient dignities known to our constitution. 
The reasons for retaining that which is ancient for the 
sake of its antiquity are by no means purely sentimental. 








PRESUMPTION OF DEATH. 


Emerging from the flux of opinion which prevailed 
when General Stanwix’s case was compromised, because 
the Court of Appeal could not make up its mind, the law 
has reached a tolerably settled conclusion on the question 
as to presumption of life. The conclusion is that, except 
the presumption (however it first arose) that a person 
who has not been heard of for seven years 7s dead, the 
law makes no presumption at all; but, notwithstanding 
that Sir William Grant in one of the earliest reported 
cases on the subject struck the true keynote, it is only 
comparatively lately that the rule indicated by him has 
been fully and clearly developed. In Mason v. Mason 
(1 Mer. 308), where the testator, who had bequeathed a 
legacy to each of his children who should be living at his 
death, was drowned in a shipwreck with one of his chil- 
dren, and the legacy to that child was claimed on behalf 
of the child’s representatives on the ground that he must 
be presumed to have survived his father, that learned 
judge pointed out that the presumption as to survivor- 
ship on which the representatives of the child relied, had 
no authority in English law, and expressed his opinion 
that in an issue at law they must “fail for want of 
proof.” Passing by the case of Wright v. Netherwood, 
before Sir W. Wynne (2 Phill. note at p. 266), which 
turned on some nice considerations with reference to the 
law then prevailing as to the implied revocation of wills, 
in Taylor v. Diplock (2 Phill. 261) Sir John Nicholl 
trusted himself, but happily without mischief, to the 
treacherous ground of presumptions. There husband 
and wife had perished in a shipwreck ; the husband had 
made his wife executrix and residuary legatee, and the 
learned judge granted administration of the husband’s 
estate to his next of kin, saying (after a review of much 
inconclusive evidence) that there was “nothing to take 
away the ordinary presumption that a man was likely to 
survive a woman in a struggle of this description.” The 
true rule, however, and one the application of which 
would have led to the same result, was that laid down by 
Sir Herbert Jenner in Satterthwaitev. Powell (1 Curt.795), 
that “ where a party dies possessed of property, the right 
to that property passes to his next of kin, unless it be 
shown to have passed to another by survivorship. . . 
The property remains where it is found to be vested un- 
less there be evidence to show that it has been divested.” 
This exactly agrees with what had been laid down by Sir 
W. Grant in Mason vy. Mason, and its application in 
Satterthwaite v. Powell was that, where husband and wife 
perished in a shipwreck, administration to the wife’s pro- 
perty was denied to the next of kin of the husband, on 
the ground that there was no proof of his survivorship. 
Or the same principle in Wainwright's case and Ewart’s 
case (1 Sw. & Tr. 257, 258), where the husband and wife 
perished in a massacre, administration of the husband’s 
goods was granted to his next of kin, the form of the ad- 
ministration oath being that there was no reason to be- 
lieve that the wife survived the husband. And, again, 
in Underwood v. Wing (3 W. R. 228, 4 D. M. & G. 633), 
and Wing y. Angrave (8 H, L. C, 188), where the hus- 





band and wife had perished in a shipwreck, and the 
husband’s will contained a limitation to the wife in the 
event of her surviving him, the limitation was held to 
fail for want of proof of that fact. 

So far, then, the rule seemed very clearly ascertained— 
namely, in cases where both the persons as betwe n 
whom the question of survivorship arose perished in one 
calamity without any evidence as to which survived, 
But for some time a misconception prevailed as to the 
effect of the rule which raises a presumption of death 
where a person has not been heard of for seven years, 
If both the persons as between whom the question of 
survivorship arose had disappeared at the same time, 
then, at the expiration of the seven years, there would be 
no doubt as to the effect of the presumption; it must 
necessarily be the same as if both had perished in a 
common calamity. The difficulty arose where there was 
actual evidence as to the existence of one after the time 
when the other had disappeared. In Nepean v. Doe 
(2 M. & W. 894) the rule laid down in Rex v. Harborne 
(2 A. & E. 540) was established, that “ where a person 
goes abroad and is not heard of for seven years, the law 
presumes the fact that such person is dead, but not that 
he died at the beginning or the end of any particular 
period during those seven years; that if it be important 
to anyone to establish the precise time of such person's 
death, he must do so by evidence of some sort, to be laid 
before the jury for that purpose, beyond the mere lapse 
of seven years since such person was last heard of.” 
What was done in Dowley v. Winfield (14 Sim. 277) can 
scarcely be said to have decided anything, but it was 
consistent with the rule so laid down; and in Re Green’s 
Settlement (L. R. 1 Eq. 288) that rule was distinctly 
acted on. ‘This rule evidently flows from the same prin- 
ciple on which the rule is founded which prevails where 
two persons perish in a common calamity; whoever has 
to make out his title must prove the fact on which it 
rests. Nevertheless, in Lambe v. Orton (8 W. R. 111), 
Dunn v. Snowdon (11 W. R. 160, 2 Dr. & Sm. 201), 
Thomas v. Thomas (3 W. R. 225, 2 Dr. & Sm. 298), 
and Benham’s Trusts (15 W. R. 741, L. R. 4 Eq. 416), 
it was held that there was a presumption in favour of 
life, and the representatives of a legatee (or of a next of 
kin) who had disappeared before the testator’s (or intes- 
tate’s) death, and was not afterwards heard of, was held 
entitled to claim his legacy (or share), on the ground that 
seven years had not elapsed when the testator died, and 
that the legatee must therefore be presumed to have been 
then alive. The same error seems to have prevailed for 
a moment, but was speedily corrected, in [eg. v. Lumley 
(L. R. 1 C. C. 196). There a woman was prosecuted for 
bigamy, and the only proof as to her first husband's con- 
tinued existence was that he was living within seven 
years of the second marriage. It was held (in conformity 
with Nepean v. Doe) that there was no presumption of 
the continuance of the husband's life during the seven 
years, at the expiration of which he might be pronounced 
dead ; the fact of his existence at the time of the second 
marriage was a fact which must be proved by the prose- 
cution. The rule thus laid down was followed in 
Phene's Trusts (18 W. R. 303, L. R. 5 Ch. 139), where 
James, V.C., having followed, but expressly dissented 
from the cases of Thomas v. Thomas and Re Benham's 
Trusts, his decree was, in conformity with his own 
opinion, reversed by Giffard, L.J., and it was held that 
the representatives of a residuary legatce last heard of in 
1860 could not make out their claim under the will of the 
testator who died in the following year. In Lewes’ 
Trusts (19 W. R. 195, L. R. 11 Eq. 236) this decision 
was followed by Malins, V.C., who, however, accompanied 
his decision with a protest on behalf of the 
view he had acted upon in Benham’s T'rusts, and this 
decision was affirmed by the Lords Justices (19 W. R. 
617, L. R. 6 Ch. 356). The effect of the decision was, 
that the representatives of a pecuniary legatee who was 
last heard of in 1859 failed to establish their claims 
under the will of a testator who died in 1860, And the 
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yule of law was very clearly expressed by the Lords 
Justices as follows :—“ Death,” said James, L.J., “is pre- 
sumed from the person not being heard of for seven 
years, and whoever has to make out the case of death at 
any particular time must prove it by affirmative evidence, 
and those who claim under a person who is said to have 
survived a particular period must prove the fact.” “The 

n,” said Mellish, L.J., “upon whom it rests to prove 
the affirmative, either that the legatee was alive or that 
he was dead at a particular period, must establish the 
proposition by distinct evidence, and not by showing 
merely that he was alive at the beginning of the period.” 
Similarly, in Re Walker (20 W. R. 171, L. R. 7 Ch. 120), 
a legacy to the children of W. P. who “should be living 
at his (the testator’s) death,” failed in respect of a child 
who had not been heard of since 1845, the testator 
having died in 1847 :—“‘it lies upon those claiming under 


him to show that he was entitled.” Of the case of Re ; 


Beasney (17 W. R. Ch. Dig. 140, L. R. 7 Eq. 498), and 
some other cases, it need only be said that there was 
evidence on which the Court found the fact of death be- 
fore a particular period. Such cases are not reports of 
points of law, but of the opinions of judges acting as 
jurymen. 

It is difficult to reconcile with the rule so laid down 
the recent decision of Lord Penzance In the goods of 
Jane Nichols (21 W. R. 161). There the husband 
of the intestate was in 1845 convicted of felony, 
transported, and not heard of after 1853; the wife died 
in 1856, entitled to a reversionary interest in two sums 
of money upon the death of her mother; the mother died 
in 1864. The next of kin of the wife now applied for 
administration to her estate, but were refused, Lord 
Penzance saying, “The present applicant claims the 
benefit of the presumption of law which arises in these 
cases, that at the end of seven years after he was last 
heard of he was no longer living. That would make his 
death in 1860. Therefore, if that presumption is to 
operate, the husband survived his wife.” The statement 
that the presumption would “make his death in 1860” 
is directly opposed to the rule as laid down in Nepean v. 
Doe, Reg. v. Lumley, and the late cases in Chancery ; but 
that assumed fact seems the basis, and the necessary basis, 
of the decision. The husband would only take the wife's 
chose in action as administrator. If therefore he never was 
entitled to administration, how could he, or his repre- 
sentatives through him, ever become entitled to the pro- 
perty? If, then, the husband's representatives come here- 
after for administration to the wife on the principle of Jn 
the goods of Harding (20 W. R. 614, L. R. 2 Pr. 396, com- 
mented on 16 S. J. 656), how will they be able to make 
out their title ? On the other hand, it is true the wife's 
representatives cannot prove that she survived her hus- 
band, but then the principle of Satterthwaite v. Powell 
seems to apply, that “the property remains where it is 
found to be vested, unless there be evidence to show that 
it has “been divested.” The property was certainly in 
the wife, and could only come to the husband through 
her; it cannot be proved that the husband ever became 
entitled to it, because it cannot be shown that he sur. 
vived her, and acquired a title to it as her administrator. 
He is now presumed to be dead; why then does not the 
property remain where it is found vested, that is in the 
wife, or, she being dead, in her representatives. The 
technical difficulty raised, as to the necessity of next of kin 
of a married woman swearing that she died a widow, 
might surely have been met as easily as a similar diffi- 
culty was by Sir Cresswell Cresswell in Wainwright's 
and Hwart’s cases. 








Evipence or Immoraniry.—In a case of seduction tried 
at the Exeter Assizes, on Thursday, Mr. Baron Pigott said 
it was well known that there were women in high life who 


took out licenses to shoot pretridgnn To shoot at a dead 


took in a nest (as it was alleged the young woman did) 
might be a rough wee of amusing herself, but at the same 
time he did not see that it involved any immorality. 








RECENT DECISIONS UPON THE BILLS OF SALE 
ACT (17 & 18 VICT. c. 36). 

The best test of the necessity for the existence of a 
law may be the persistency of the efforts to avoid it. If 
this test be applied to the Bills of Sale Act (stat. 17 & 
18 Vict. c. 36) the necessity of a law for the protection 
of creditors, such as was intended to be provided by that 
Act, must be admitted. For ever since the Act was 
passed, there has been a continuous and general struggle 
on the part of debtors concerned in transactions falling 
within the scope of the Act to avoid its provisions. The 
mischief against which the Act was directed is plainly 
stated in the preamble. It was intended to prevent the 
frauds which had been frequently committed upon credi- 
tors by secret bills of sale of personal chattels, whereby 
persons were enabled to keep up the appearance of being 
in good circumstances and possessed of property which 
in reality did not belong to them. In order to effect this 
purpose the Legislature sought to give publicity to such 
bills of sale, by enacting that every such bill should be 
filed within twenty-one days after the giving or making 
thereof, or otherwise it should be null and void against 
the assignees in bankruptcy or under any assignment for 
the benefit of the creditors, and against the execution 
creditors of the person giving or making the same. The 
remedy provided by the Act, being thus restricted to the 
protection of certain creditors only, was clearly insuffi- 
cient to meet fuily the mischief mentioned in the pre- 
amble: but it was deemed, so far as it went, to be 
effectual to protect the limited classes of creditors who 
came within its scope against concealed assignments of 
personal chattels by their debtors. Unfortunately for 
these creditors, unfortunately also, as we think, for the 
general commercial morality of the country, a large loop- 
hole has been discovered in the statute. A simple and 
inexpensive mode of evading its provisions has been de- 
vised, the validity of which has now been fully established 
by decisions of the Courts. The Act allows twenty-one 
days within which a bill of sale may be registered. The 
Stamp Act permits of deeds of assignment being stamped 
subsequently to their execution. Hence was suggested 
the possibility of avoiding the registration required by 
the Bills of Sale Act by the giving of an unstamped bill 
of sale, which should not be registered, but before the 
expiration of the statutory limit of twenty-one days 
should be replaced by another similar instrument; this 
operation being repeated from time to time until it might 
become necessar7 to give effect to the assignment as 
against creditors, when the last bill of sale might be duly 
stamped and (if necessary) be filed. It was evident that, 
if these transactions should be upheld, a person might 
give to the assignee of his chattels as good a title under 
a covert assignment as he could do under a registered bill 
of sale, whilst at the same time he might preserve his 
own credit unimpaired. The only doubt was whether 
the Courts would not refuse to regard as valid a process 
which was clearly only intended as the means of escape 
from the inconvenient provisions of an Act of Parliament. 
Whatever doubt there may have been on this score has 
now been cleared away by the decisions of three different 
Courts in several distinct cases, two of them being of very 
recent date. 

The first of these decisions was that of the Court of 
Queen's Bench in Hollingsworth v. White (10 W. R. 619). 
In that case three successive bills of sale of the same 
chattels had been given to the plaintiff by way of mort- 
gage, each subsequent Dill of sale being substituted 
within twenty-one days for a prior unregistered one. 
And the Court held that the giving of each such subse- 
quent bill of sale amounted to an annulling of the pre- 
ceding one, and a redemption of the goods, and that the 
plaintiff was entitled to the goods as against execution 
creditors, although they had seized the goods before the 
registration of the last bill of sale. Although it must be 
admitted that this decision went a long way towards up- 
holding the validity of such a device as that mentioned 
above for escaping registration, yet it must be observed 
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that in this case there were fresh money transactions be- 
tween the parties involving a fresh consideration upon each 
occasion of the substitution of a new bill of sale for an old 
one, and, so far as appears, there was not any agreement 
or understanding between the parties regarding the non- 
registration or renewal of any of the bills of sale. In short, 
it did not appear that the intention was merely to evade 
the Act. The most important point established by this 
case was that, although the first assignment divested the 
owner of all property in the goods, yet the subsequent 
bill of sale was operative, as being equivalent to a sur- 
render and fresh assignment by which the property passed 
de novo to the assignee. ‘This decision was followed by 
the Lords Justices, sitting in Bankruptcy, in the recent 
case of Ex parte Harris, in re Pulling (21 W. R. 44, 
L. R. 8 Ch. 48). In that case a mortgage of furniture 
had been made by a bill of sale to secure payment of cer- 
tain bills of exchange payable at nineteen days from the 
date of the transaction, and there was an express agrec- 
ment between the parties that the bill of sale should not 
be registered until the bills of exchange had been dis- 
honoured. This agreement was acted upon. When the 
bills of exchange arrived at maturity they were dis- 
honoured ; thereupon fresh bills of exchange and a fresh 
bill of sale were given in lieu of the old instruments. 
These last bills of exchange were in their turn dishonoured, 
and thereupon the creditor registered his bill of sale, and 
the Lords Justices had no hesitation in upholding 
this transaction, notwithstanding some very strong ex- 
pressions used by them in Lx parte Cohen, in re Sparke, 
(20 W. R. 69, L. R. 7 Ch. 20), in disapproval of a some- 
what similar transaction. In the last-mentioned case, a 
trustee under a liquidation impeached the validity of an as- 
signment by certain registered bills of sale which had been 
given by a debtor in renewal of prior unregistered bills of 
sale in pursuance of an agreement come to between the 
parties for the purpose of avoiding registration under 
the Act. And it was held that the transaction was void 
as against the trustee as being an assignment by the 
debtor of all his property as a security for a past debt 
Notwithstanding the strong observations of their Lord- 
ships upon the “attempt at fraud” in the scheme con- 
cocted for evading the Act, the decision in the case 
obviously points to the validity of the transaction apart 
from the consideration of its being an act of bankruptcy, 
for if it were not valid, there was no assignment which 
could constitute the alleged act of bankruptcy. But 
there is a more distinct and direct decision upon the 
point under discussion in the recent case of Small v. 
Burr (21 W. RB. 193, L. R. 8 C. P. 64). There, a bill 
of sale, in the form of an absolute assignment of house- 
hold goods was given to the plaintiff to secure an ad- 
vance of £20, and there was a verbal agreement that the 
owner of the gocds should retain them in his possession. 
The instrument was not registered, but just before the 
expiration of twenty-one days from the date when it was 
given, a fresh bill of sale was substituted for it without 
new consideration. The same process of substitution of 
anew bill of sale for the old one, within the statutory 
limit for registration, was regularly repeated for upwards 
of a year, when, ultimately, the last bill of the series 
was registered. The plaintiff claimed under this bill 
against execution creditors, and the Court of Common 
Pleas, although most reluctantly, yet unanimously, held 
that he was entitled, and that the transaction was a 
valid one. Whether or not there was in this case any 
and 
But 
was that the transaction was 
not illegal, it is difficult to see how any such agreement 
could have operated to invalidate it. 


the renewal of the bills of sale, does not appear. 


inasranch as the decision 


The ready mode of escaping from the provisions of the 
Bills of Sale Act, which these decisions indicate, is certain 
to be resorted to most in those very casesin which the 
provisions of the Act are most irksome, and creditors 
have the most need of protection against secret assign- 
ments. As to these cases the Act seems likely to become 





a dead letter. The objects which the Legislature in. 
tended the Act to accomplish are either useful or not, 
If they are useful we commend to the notice of our 
legislators the necessity of imposing fresh and more 
stringent provisions in order to carry them out, as, for 
instance, by enacting that no bill of sale shall be valid 
until it has been registered. If the objects are not 
useful then, by all means, let the Act be repealed. 





a 


RECENT DECISIONS. 





EQUITY. 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, s. 39—Un iiquiparep Damacas— 
“Murvat Deaies.” 
Booth v. Hutchinson, V.C.M., 21 W. R. 116, L. R. 15 
Eq. 30. 

The 39th section of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, pro- 
vides that “ where there have been mutual credits, mutual 
debts, or other mutual dealings between the bankrupt 
and any other person proving or claiming to prove a debt 
under his bankruptcy,” an account shall be taken of the 
mutual dealings, and there shall be a set-off, and the 
balance only shall be claimed or paid on either side, 
This section differs from the corresponding sections of 
the older Acts by containing the expression “ mutual 
dealings.” In the above case Vice-Chancellor Malins 
held that, where at the date of the execution of a trust 
deed to be carried out for the benefit of creditors accord- 
ing to bankruptcy law, the debtor was liable in unascer- 
tained damages to his tenant for a breach of an agree- 
ment relating to the premises, the subject matter of the 
tenancy, the tenant was entitled to set off these damages, 
when ascertained, against the rent accruing due down to 
the period analogous to the close of a bankruptey—that 
is to say, the distribution of the estate amongst the 
creditors. 

As to the question whether unliquidated damages are 
the subject of a set-off, there was some authority even 
under the Act of 1861 for holding that they are. But 
as to the rest of his Honour’s decision, we may gither 
from the reported judgment that the grounds of his 
opinion were that the Legislature by introducing the 
additional words “mutual déalings’’ must be held to 
have extended the right of set-off beyond the point 
reached by the decisions on the former Acts, that all 
mutual “ liabilities” ought to be set off, and that for this 
purpose the definition of liabilities contained in section 
31 (which provides for proof against the estate in respect 
of the bankrupt’s liabilities) ought to be taken as ap- 
plicable to the liabilities both of the bankrupt and the 
creditor. As regards the liability of the latter, the 
Vice-Chancellor in the case before him, extended the 
amount to the rent accruing due until the close of 
the winding-up of the estate. According to this view 
it would be in the power of the trustees to limit or 
extend the right of the tenant according as_ they 
chose to determine the tenancy or not; and if they 
did not determine it, then the tenant would gain or 
lose according as the winding-up took a long or short 
time to complete. We can hardly think the Vice- 
Chancellor's decision a very satisfactory one; no doubt 
future cases on this important section will clear up its 
true operation. 

Bit ux Country Sonicrron aGainst 11s Lonpon AGENT. 
Ward v. Lawson, 1..C., 21 W. R, 88. 

In this case a bill was filed by a country solicitor 
against his London agent, praying for the delivery and 
taxation of the bill of costs of the agency, and generally 
for an account between the parties on the footing of 4 
special agreement set out in the bill. The Lord Chan- 
cellor, affirming the decision of the Master of the Rolls, 
held, on demurrer, that the bill was’ sustainable, because 
it contained an allegation that the defendant falsely con- 
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tended that the agreement between him and the plaintiff 
constituted a partnership between them, so far as related 
to a portion of the business transacted. 


COMMON LAW. 

Poricy on Goons By Sure or Sues To pe Deciarep. 
Stephens v. Australasian Insurance Company, C.P., 21 
W. R. 228, L. R. 8 C. P. 18. 

This case is probably more important for the evidence 
of usage, as to open policies, than for the statement of 
law contained in the judgment. The particular facts on 
which the decision was pronounced are that a shipowner, 
who held a polivy on goods by a ship or ships to be de- 
clared, failed to make a declaration in respect of certain 
goods which had, without his knowledge, and through 
his agent’s mistake, been shipped at his risk; by declara- 
tions in respect of goods shipped at earlier and later dates, 
he exhausted the policy; and afterwards, becoming aware 
by a claim made upon him in respect of the loss of those 
goods that they had been in fact shipped at his risk, he 
altered his declaration by striking out some ofthe latership- 
ments, and inserting the goods in question in the due order 
oftime. This, he contended, he had a right to do, but the 
defendants, the underwriters, denied his power to make 
the alteration, and refused to pay. In delivering the 
judgment of the Court, Brett, J., said (after referring to 
Gledstanes v. The Royal Exchange Assurance Company, 
13 W. R. 71,5 B. & 8. 797, and Tonides v. The Pacific 
Insurance Company, 20 W. R. C. L. Dig. 80, L. R. 
6 Q. B. 674, 7 Q. B. 517)—“*The doctrine to be 
deduced from these cases is that, according to the 
usage of merchants and underwriters, as recognised 
by the Courts without formal proof in each case, a de- 
claration of this kind, which it is the right of the assured 
to make without the consent of the underwriter, may be 
altered even after the loss is known, if it be altered at a 
time when it‘ can be, and is, altered innocently, and 
without fraud.” i 


This is an important judicial statement, 


though it must be confessed it is not very apparent how 
it can be deduced from the cases referred to; for in the 
first (Giledstuxe’s cuse) it seems to have been held that 
“the policy attached as soon as the risk was, as it were, 
appropriated to the defendant’s policy by the agent at 
Calcutta” (ver Crompton, J.), and in the latter ( /onides’ 
cause) no question arose as to the alteration of the decla- 


ration. And it may be added that the qualification 
that the alteration must be made “innocently and 
without fraud,” is not very easy to understand. Does it 
refer to the making of the alteration, or to the making of 
the declaration which it is sought to alter? One would 


suppose rather to the latter than the former, though the | 
words seem to bear a contrary sense, for it is not easy to | 


see how, apart from the circumstances attending the 
making of the declaration (including the omission to de- 
clare), fraud can arise in altering it. 

But, if we may venture to say so, the usage proved 
seems more clear, explicit, and reasonable than that 
which is declared to be judicially noticed, and it is as 
follows :—‘ That when a policy is effected on goods by : 
ship or ships to be declared, the policy attaches to the 
goods as soon as and in the order in which they are 
shipped ; and directly the assured knows of the shipment 
of the goods he is bound to declave them in the order in 
which they are shipped. He is not entitled to declare 
some of the risks, and remain his own insurer as to others. 
Tn case, by oversight or otherwise, the goods are declared 
on the policy in an order different from that in which 
they were shipped, the assured is bound to rectify the de- 
clarations, and make them correspond with the order of 
shipment. The underwriter would require to see the 
bills of lading, and would insist on the declarations being 
made to follow the sequence of the bills of lading. 
declaration was often thus rectified, and sometimes even 
after loss.” ‘The effect of this is to leave no option to the 
assurcd, but to compel him to work off the policy as fast 
48 goods are shipped to which it is applicable. And, 
taken with reference to this custom, it is very intelligible 


The | 


how the assured might, by improperly withholding his 
declaration, entitle the underwriter, whose right it is to 
have the declarations made in order, to say that the 
assured cannot afterwards apply the policy to the goods 
which he has not declared in their due order. 


Contract or Sate—Deciaration or Oprion. 
Davies v. McLean, C.P., 21 W. R. 264. 

It is one of the first principles of law and of common 
sense that, when the performance by one contracting 
party of his engagement requires, in its nature, some 
previous request or notice from the other side, the obliga- 
tion to performance does not arise until that notice or 
request is given; and, as an instance of the rule, when 
the party to whom performance is to be made has an 
option as to the mode of performance or the thing to be 
performed, he must declare his option before he can call 
for performance; und if there is a limit of time for the 
performance, he must declare his option so as to allow of 
the performance within that limit. Two recent cases 
have illustrated this rule. In Stanton v. Austin (20 
W. R. C. L. Dig. 86, L. R. 7 C. P. 651) a ship was char- 
tered to go to a port and load a cargo. The ship went, 
but no notice was given to the charterer of her arrival 
and readiness to load. It was held that until such 

- notice there was no obligation on the charterer to load. 
| In the present case deliveries were to be made “at quay 
| or warehouse” in Liverpool in March and April. The 
seller had the goods ready, but gave no notice within the 
time where he would deliver, and it was held that he 
could not sue the buyer for non-acceptance. “ Liver- 
pool,” said Brett, J., “is a large place, and is there not, 
! then, an implied condition that notice shall be given? 
| Unless it is given, the defendant would have no fair chance 
of accepting or refusing. . . . The plaintiff could 
only call for acceptance of the goods if he gave a fair 
chance to the defendant in April.” 





CoMPENSATION. 
Dunn v. Birmingham Canal Navigation, Ex. Ch., 
21 W. R. 266, L. R. 8 Q. B. 42. 

The decision of the Queen's Bench in this case (20 
; W.R. 573, L. R. 7 Q. B. 244, commented on 16 8S. J. 571) 

has been affirmed in the Exchequer Chamber. It is 

difficult to suppose that the plaintiff flattered himself 
, that he was about to succeed, or to see why he preferred 
; to pursue his remedy by way of action rather than to 
| resort to proceedings for compensation. Whether in this 
‘ latter mode he would have met with better success must 
| for the present remain undecided, but the opinion of 
several of the judges was strongly in favour of his right 
to recover compensation. Assuming this remedy to be 
available in cases where the Canal Company, on notice of 
intention to work the mines, declines to purchase, a 
question may arise at what period the remedy is to be 
sought; whether, as seems to have been thrown out, at 
the time when the company so decline to purchase, or at 
the time when the injury results from the working ? 
With reference to the provision which occurs in some of 


} 


| these Acts, and in particular in the Birmingham Canal 


Act, limiting the time within which compensation may 
be recovered, the point is an important one, 


Income-tTax—Pvniie Bony, 
Attorney-General v. Seott, Ex., 21 W. R. 265. 

The liability of public bodies to pay income-tax in 
respect of their revenne was clearly settled in Atterney- 
| General v. Black (19 W.R. 416, 1114, L. R. 6 Ex. 78, 
| $08). With respect, indeed, to the revenue, so far as it 
| is derived from rates, the case is different; for to tax 
revenue so derived would be, in effect, to tax a burden; 
the ratepayers must then pay so much the more because 
| they have already paid so much, And in the caso 
of Attorney-General vy. Black the line was certainly 
very nearly approached, for what was there taxed 
was revenue derived from local coal dues levied 
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at Brighton, which undoubtedly would, for the most 
part, fall upon the ratepayers of the district where 
they were collected; but inasmuch as the burden would 
not wholly fall on them, but would be contributed to by 
persons without the district, and in part also by others 
than ratepayers within it, whose contribution therefore to 
that extent relieved the ratepayers and constituted a 
property in the corporation for their benefit, it was held 
that the revenue so raised was liable to income-tax. In 
the present case the same principle was applied to the 
revenue of the city of London derived from renewal 
fines, profits of markets, metage dues, brokers’ rents, and 
Mayor's Court fees; and it was further held that these 
sources of revenue must be returned, and the statutory 
deductions made in the ordinary way ; that is, by deduct- 
ing from the gross amount of each source of revenue 
only the cost of earning it, and not (as the corporation 
contended) by taking the net profits of the several 
sources, and deducting from the total all the salaries of 
the officers and the general expenses of the corporation. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


2 
Tue Proper Sramp on Certatn Proxies. 

*.* With reference to the letter of “A. B.C.” (ante 
p. 368), we have been favoured with the following com- 
munication :— 

In the recent case of Rey. v. Strahan (20 W. R. 629, 
L. R. 7 Q. B. 463) it was held that voting papers used at 
munieipal elections are not charged with duty by 33 & 34 
Vict. c. 97, and need no stamp; as regards proxy papers 
Mr. Glen, in his sixth edition of the work referred to, 
states that “the appointment of a proxy would not be 
such an instrument as requires a stamp under 33 & 34 
Vict. c. 97, s. 102, as none of the meetings there 
specified can apply to an election of the members of a 
Local Board of Health.’ Nevertheless we learn that the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue still consider that the 
appointment in writing (under seal or hand) of a person 
as proxy under section 20 of the 11 & 12 Vict. c. 63, is 
a letter of attorney chargeable with the duty of ten 
shillings. The arbiter between these two authorities can 
only be the Court of Queen's Bench. 





ARE BARRISTEKS TO BE HELD LEGALLY RESPONSIBLE ? 


Sir,—I can entirely concur in the statements made by 
your correspondent appeuring in your last, as to the pro- 
piety of counsel being made responsible, as the members 
of the other branch of the profession are, to their clients. 

The custom is not at al] appropriate to the alterations 
which time bas effected. Nodoubt the custom is borrowed 
from that which existed at Lome in the olden time, the 
Roman orators pleading for honour only, and not for a 
livelihood, which is the case with all, or at any 1ate the 
greater part of this branch of our profession, and when 
time has so altered the position of matters, why should the 
present custom, appropriate as it would be to the custom 
then in vogue, remain ? Should it not rather be altered to 
meet the exigencies of the case ? A. A. P. 

Brighton, March 19, 1873. 


THe “ Law List.” 

Sir—The Council of Law Reporting have given the 
profession a boon in their series of * Law Reports.’ Could 
not they, or a similar body, produce an annual list of the 
bar and attorneys, and in other respects supply any defi- 
ciencies aud omissions arising out of the present system ? 


March 19, 1873. J.8. 





A case recently tried by the Supreme Court of the 
United States had been on the dockets so long that not 
only the parties who originally brought the suit are all dead, 
but also the defendants, the counsel on both sides, and 
nearly all the witnesses. 





REVIEWS. 


Transactions of the Nationa! Association for the Promotion 
of Social Science. Plymouth and Devonport Meeting, 
1872. Edited by Epwin Pears, LL.B., General Secre. 
tary of the Association. Longmans. 1873. 

So far as the jurisprudence department is concerned, this 
volume strikes us as of more than average interest. Ip 
addition to the remarkable address of the Attorney. 
General, on which we have commented more than once, it 
contains a careful paper by Dr. Waddilove, on the question 
whether defendants in criminal proceedings should be 
competent or compellable to give evidence in their own 
behalf, or on behalf of or against others jointly indicted ; 
also a paper by Mr. Daniel, Q.C., on the second report of 
the Judicature Commission, Differing as we doin very many 
respects from Mr. Daniel’s conclusions, it is impossible to 
deny tiie ability with which they are supported, or the 
weight they possess, as coming from a judge, whose 
ability and conscientiousness have won for him golden 
opinions. Mr. Joseph Brown, Q.C., pleads for some limi- 
tation to the liability of railway companies, and other 
carriers of passengers for hire; and Sir R. R. Torrens 
treats of the transfer of land, affording statistics of the 
successful working of his system in Australia. Asa 
specimen of a really useful paper, we may refer to that 
read by Mr. H. W. Freeland, on Copyhold Law Reform. 
The points to which he refers certainly demand the atten- 
tion of the Legislature. 


A History and Explanation of the Stamp Duties, Sc. By 
SrepHen Dowe tt, M.A., of Lincoln’s Inn, Assistant 
Solicitor of Inland Revenue. Longmans, Green, & Co. 
1873. 

Mr. Dowell has contrived to invest with considerable in- 
terest a subject, which would at first sight seem to be of 
the most dry and barren description. He traces the pro. 
gress of the stamp duties from their first imposition down 
to the present time, and in the course of a consecutive 
narrative presents much information which has been 
hitherto buried in reports and other papers not generally 
accessible. It seems that stamp duties were first imposed 
in Holland in 1624. The Republic, in the course of their 
struggle with Spain, being at a loss for means of raising 
money, offered a reward for the invention of any new tax 
which should benefit the revenue without oppressing un- 
duly the already overladen taxpayer. “ Some shrewd, deep- 
thinking person,” as the historian truly remarks, con- 
ceived the idea that the Government should issue paper 
stamped with the impression of the State seal, and that 
the use of such paper should be made compulsory on the 
citizens. This suggestion was carried out, and proved so 
successful, that it was speedily adopted by-other naiions. 
Stamp duties were introduced in this eountry in 1694. 
They produced at first a revenue of about £5,000, which 
had gradually increased, until in 1871 it amounted to 
£3,588, 420. 

Mr. Dowell recognizes three periods in this progress :— 
a period of moderation, extending from the first imposi- 
tion of the dnties until the year 1793; a period of excess, 
ending in 1850; and a period of reform, terminating, as 
he says, with the Stamp Act, 1870, but we hope not yet 
quite at an end. ‘he divisions of his narrative corres- 
pend with these periods, and he treats very fully and 
clearly uoder each head the various measnres by which 
saccessive Chancellors of the Kxchequer have soaght to 
increase the revenue by adding to the number or 
amount of these daties. Ad va/orrm duties on the devolu- 
tion of personal property in cousequence of death ap- 
pear to have been first imposed in the year 1780, and 
duties on bills of exchange and promissory uotes in 1782. 
The probate and administration duties originated in 4 
duty of five shillings, imposed by the original Stamp 
Act on Probates and Letters of Administration. Act 
followed upon Act, imposing fresh duties or making 
some alteration in those already existing, until, as Mr. 
Dowell says, before the new Act came into operation the 
Acts containing provisions relating to these duties were 
in number over 200, Nor was this the worst evil, for 
some of the legislative provisions were not easy to be 
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—— 
understood. Mr. Dowell points out that in the second 
section of the 5th & 6th Vict. c. 82, “the draughtsman 
has evolved about seventeen yards of print” before 
closing a sentence interwoven with exemptions, savings, 
rovisoes and exemptions by reference to other Acts. 
‘The 4ct of 1870 reduced this chaos to order, and placed 
within a reasonable compass the various provisions with 
reference to the amount and kind of duty payable. The 
latter part of Mr. Dowell’s book is devoted to this Act and 
the Stamp Duties Management Act, 1870. The duties are 
printed on one page, and the special regulations relating 
to them on the opposite page, and notes are appended upon 
points of difficulty, or upon which decisions have occurred. 
The appendix contains a series of useful tables relating 
to exemptions from stamp duty, instraments which may or 
may not be stamped after execution, &c. 

Mr. Dowell states that the principal motive for his work 
has been the hope of proving useful to those officially 
required to have a knowledge of the stamp laws. To such 
persons the book will be of special value; but we think 
the range of the information contained in it and the care 
with which it has been prepared are likely to render it of 
service to a wider circle of readers. 








NOTES. 


At a meeting of hotel proprietors and managers held re- 
cently at the “City Terminus” Hotel, Cannon-street, an 
Association of Hotel-keepers for Mutual Protection and Co- 
operation was formed, and it was resolved that solicitors 
be appointed, whose especial duty shall be to collect, collate, 
and register cases and decisions bearing upon the losses 
affecting hotel-keepers, and more especially those having 
reference to property lost, or alleged to have been lost, in 
hotels, in order that members of the association against 
whom claims may be made may at once be advised (without 


cost to them) of the probabilities of successful defence, and, - 


if necessary, provided with material for conducting that 
defence. 


In the recent Omagh murder trial, the jury, after they 
had retired, asked whether they could convict a man 


charged with acrime which no one saw him commit. The 
foreman of an Irish jury writes to the Times narrating his 
experience. ‘In one simple case,” he says, “I turned to 
one of the jary behind me and asked him his opinion. His 
reply was honest enough,—‘I know nothing about it; I 
don’t understand it.’ Most of the others would have given 
me the same answer ; so [ retired to the private room and 
dictated a verdict, backed by one intelligent man, to the 
whole. Thus two, instead of twelve, practically formed 
the jury.” 


The Albany Law Journal discusses the subject of con- 
tempt of court. It appears that on the other side of the 


Atlantic “the following acts are clearly contempts of | 


court. Attempting to snatch papers from the hands of the 
opposite party in court (Thwing v. Dennie, Quincey, 33 
Mass.) ; calling another a liar, in presence of the court 
(U. 8. v. Emerson, 4 Cranch’s C. C. 188) ; telling a justice 
“you can fine and be damned ” (Hil/ v. Crandall, 52 Ill. 
70). Or, where a justice, after deciding a question, said 
to counsel, “it might be convenient to have the supreme 
court sit here all the time,” it was properly treated as a 
contempt for counsel to retort: ‘“{ don’t think that is ne- 
cessary, for I think this magistrate wiser than the supreme 
court.” In this case the counsel was fined ten dollars, 
and in default of payment was committed to jail, where he 
stayed a yearanda half. A petition for habeas corpus, 
which was denied, ended with these words : * Re- 
lator be allowed to file a bond with condition that relator 
will never again state that he thinks the said I’. G. wiser 
than the supreme court.” Jn re Cooper, 32 Vt. 258. 


In the land of freedom judges appear to exercise a some- 
what arbitrary power over the clothes of witnesses and the 
attitude of advocates. The same journal remarks 


— “We have known a supreme court judge te send | 
@ man home who appeared as a witness, in shabby | 


and foul clothes, to put on others more decent 
which he admitted that he owned. We have known a 
judge to tell an advocate (much older at the bar than him- 
self), that he should not stand in so close proximity to the 
jury while arguing a cause, it being evidently disagreeable 
to them. Also, to request a lawyer, who was sitting within 
the bar with his heels upon the table, to put his feet where 
they more properly belonged.” 








cOURTS. 


THE EUROPEAN ASSURANCE SOCIETY 
ARBITRATION.* 
(Before Lord WEstBuRY.) 
Re British Commercial Insurance Company, Rivington’s ease. 
Transfer of shares—Trustce for company ~ Coxtributory— 

Lapse of time—10 § 11 Vict., ce. 84. 

The B.C Company was formed in 1821. By statute 10 ¢ 
11 Viet. ce. 84 the power of transferring shares was conferred 
on the members subject to provisions that a memorial of each 
transfer should be enrolled in the Court of Chancery, and that 
till so enrolled, the member whose name appeared on the last 
enrolled memorial should remain liable for the debts of the com- 
pany. 

In 1859 the B. C. Company arranged to transfer its business 
to the B. N. Association, and the members, of whom R. was one, 
(with the exception of some few who could not te found), in 
order to effectuate the arrangement, transferred their shares to 
B. and L. or one of them as trustees for the B. N. Association. 
The transfer by R. to B. was enrolled in 1865. 

On an application by the official liquidators of the B. C. 
Company that the name of R. might be substituted for that of 
B. on the list of contributories on the grounds that, as @ mem- 
ber of a common law partnership, R. was liable for any debts 
contracted by the company while he was a member of it, and 
that the whole transfer was ultra vires of both the companies, 

Held, first, that the transfer to B. was formal and complete 
according to the statute, and could not be impeached for any de- 
fect in itself ; 

Secondly, that as part ofthe larger transaction between the 
companies, it could not be impeached, as that transaction did 
not, upon the fucts, appear to have been ultra vires of either 
company, and anyhow, could not be set aside after a lapse of 
time sufficient to give evidence of acquiescence and assent and 





too great toallow of the restoration of either company to the 
situation in which it was at the date of the transaction. 
This was an application to settle the name of William 
Rivington on the list of the British Commercial Company, 
; in respect of 200 shares purchased by him in that company 
| between the years 1846 and 1847, which, in February, 
| 1860, he transferred to Mr. Bermingham, as trustee for the 
British Nation Association. The British Commercial 
Company was a company formed in May, 1821, with a 
| capital of £1,000,000in 20,000 shares of £50 each. By local 
| and personal Acts, 2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 38, and 10 & 11 Vict. c. 
84, the company was empowered to sue and be sued in the 
name of its officer. By section 9 it was enacted “* when- 
ever any transfer of any share or shares of auy member of 
the company shall be made, a memorial thereof shall be 
enrolled in the High Court of Chancery, within three 
months thereafter,” and by section 10, ‘* until such memo- 
rial shall have been duly enrolled, every member whose 
name shall appear in the last memorial for the time being 
enrolled shall, notwithstanding any transfer of his shares, 
continue liable to all judgments and executions, until a 
| memorial of such transfer shall have been enrolled as 
aforesaid.” Another clause provided “every proprietor 
shall be at liberty from time to time to sell his or her share, 
or any of his or her shares in the capital of the said com- 
pany, so as he or she shall first pay and make good every 
former instalment of capital, of which there may have been 
a call in respect of his or her shares.” Clause 23 provided 
“every seller or grantor of shares in the capital of the 
| company shall, in person or by attorney, transfer the same 
to the purchaser, or alienee at the ollice of the company, 
in such manner as the court of directors shall preseribe, 
and every seller immediately after he or she shall, in 
/ manner prescribed by the court of directors, have trans- 





* Reported by E. Wilkinson, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
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ferred his or her shares or any of them, and shall have 
paid all former instalments then called for on the shares 
transferred, shall, in respect of such shares, cease to be a 
proprietor of the company, and shall be for ever thence- 
forth acquitted and discharged from all further obligation 
in respeet of shares.” By section 112 it was provided 
“that two successive courts of proprietors duly called for 
that purfose, one at the distance of three calendar months 
from the other, may resolve and decide that the said 
company shall determine and be dissolved on a day to be 
fixed for that purpose, and thereupon the same company 
shall be dissolved accordingly on the appointed day, and 
the then actuary or, if there should not be any actuary, 
ther an actuary to be appointed for the purpose shall 
cause every existing policy, outstanding against the 
company, to be valued, and such valuation shall be sub- 
mitted to and altered or varied, as the patron, president or 
vice president for the time being or the major part in 
number of them shall approve. Section 12 was to this 
effect :— Nothing in this Act contained shall extend, or 
be construed to extend, to incorporate the said company, 
or to relieve or discharge the said company or any of the 
members thereof, or subscribers thereto from any responsi- 
bility, contract, duty, or obligation whatsoever to which by 
law they now are, or at any time hereafter may be, sub- 
ject or liable, either as between such company and other 
parties, or as between the other individual members 
thereof, or any of them, and others, or as between or 
among themselves, or in any other manner whatever except 
so far as the same is effected by the provisions of this Act, 
and the trne intent and meaning of the same.” 

By the deed of settlement of the British Nation Company, 
section 45, it was provided, ‘‘ That an extraordinary general 
meeting may accept, or take a transferof, or purchase, or 
acquire the business of any other associations, companies, or 
societies of a similar nature (wholly or in part) with the as- 
sociation hereby established, upon and under such terms, 
conditions, stipulations and agreements as such meeting 
shall think fit.” Section 203 of the same deed provided, 


“That if after one fourth of the said capital of £300,000 
shall have been called up and paid, it shall appear to an ex- 


traordinary board, that tke circumstances and prospects of 
the association are such as to preclude the probability of the 
success of the association, if left to its own resources, and 
that it is in the power of the association to amalgamate, 
upon favourable terms, with some other association, in the 
same line of business, it shall be lawful for the board to 
come toa resolution, recommending such amalgamation witk 
some such other association, to be named in such resolu- 
tion and upon such terms, &c.” . “And if such 
extraordinary gereral meeting shall come to a resolution 
that such recemmendation ought to be adopted. the same 
shall thereupon be referred to the actuary for the time 
being of the association and three other actnaries, to be 
chosen by the said general meeting, and the said four 
actuaries shall be requested to advise, first, whether in their 
opinion the circumstances and prospects of the association 
are such as to preclude the reasonable probability of the 
success of the association, if left to its own resources ; and 
if so, then, secondly, whether the proposed amalgamation 
of the association with the association named for that pur- 
pose in the resolution of the board, and upon the terms 
therein specified, is likely to be advantageous to the 
associates ; and in caze the said four actuaries shall differ 
in their opinion upon the said questions, or shall not send 
inareply thereto in writing to the offices of the associa- 
tion, within six calendar months from the date of such 
general meeting, then the recommendation of the board 
shall be considered as ipso facto rejected, and in such case 
the board shall cal! a second extraordinary general meet- 
ing for the purpose of cunfirming or rejecting the resolution 
of the previous general meeting in favour of the proposed 
amalgamation.” 

In 1859 the British Commercial Company agreed to 
transfer its business to the British Nation Association. 
For the purpore of carrying out that arrangement, a deed 
was executed on the 8th of February, 1860, made between 
Hi. Lake, manager of the British Natiou Association, of the 
first part, the persons whose names were subscribed in the 
first schedule being shareholders in the British Commercial 
Company, of the second part, and the persons whose 
names were in the secund part of the said schedule being 





co-proprietors of shares in the same company, of the third 
part, which, after reciting that Bermingham and Lake hag 
agreed to purchase from the parties thereto of the second 

and third parts their respective shares at the price of 
twenty-five shillings for each share, contained a covenant 
by each of the parties of the second and third parts with 

Bermingham and Lake, upon payment of the sum get 
opposite to his or her name, to transfer into the names of 
Bermingham and Lake or the survivor of them, their or his 
assigns or nominees, the share in respect of which each of 
the covenanting parties was a proprietor or a co-proprietor, 

By deed dated 7th of June, 1860, made between the severa} 
persons whose names were, or were to be, subscribed 
thereto, including Bermingham and Lake of the first part, 
Bermingham and Lake of the second part, and the British 
Nation Association of the third part (being a declaration 
of trust of the shares transferred to the parties of the first. 
part, in accordance with the covenant contained in the deed 
of the 8th of February, 1860), the parties of the first part 
agreed and declared that they would thenceforth stand pos. 
sessed of the shares so transferred to them subject to the- 
provisions of the deed of settlement of the British Commer.. 
cial Company, in trust nevertheless for the British Nation 
Association, and to be assigned, transferred and disposed of 
in all respects as the board of directors of the association. 
for the time being should direct or appoint. 

After the execution of this deed the business of the: 
British Commercial Company continaed to be carried on’as. 
a separate business till 1864, when a furmal deed of amal- 
gamation wasexecuted. This deed recited an agreement to: 
the effect that, until all the shareholders of the British Com.. 
mercial Nompany bad been induced to transfer their shares: 
to trustees for the association, the business of the com. 
pany should be continued to be carried on under the pro- 
visions of its deed of settlement separate from the business 
of the association, and further that the shares which at 
that date had been transferred to the parties thereto of the 
first part constituted the whole of the shares subscribed for 
in the company, except some few shares the owners of 
which were uoknown and the right to which was considered 
to have been lost by lapse of time and non-claim, and it 
then proceeded to state the mode in which the business of 
the united companies was to be carried on. 

Rivington transferred his shares on the 3lst of Decem-. 
ber, 1860, and the memorial of this transfer was enrolled) 
in 1865. 

Higgins, Q.C. (and H. M. Jackson), for the official liqui- 
dators of the British Commercial Company.—The amalga- 
mation was ultra vires, both of the transferor and transferee: 
company. Even if intra vires, it was not completed. 
Nothing in sects. 22, 23, 112, authorises the transfer of the: 
business in the manner which was attempted in this case. 
They are clauses which manifestly only have reference to 
@ going concern, and are not meant to provide for a dis- 
solution and discontinuance of business. The British 
Commercial Company was an ordinary partnership, with 
certain privileges annexed to it by the statute 10 & 11 
Vict. c. 84. Rivington was a partner till the discontinuance 
of the business, and, as such, is liable at common law for 
any claims arising during the period in which he 
was a partner, and he cannot in any way get rid of that 
liability. If the transaction is regarded as a mere sale by 
a partnership to a stranger, it cannot be upheld, for in this. 
case several of the partners did not concur, and, unless- 
otherwise provided by the partnership articles, the ma- 
jority cannot bind the minority. As a matter of fact there 
are liabilities of this partnership, and your Lordship has 
already allowed a claim against it, notwithstanding the 
transfer to the British Nation Association. Who is to pay 
that claim? Certainly not the few shareholders who did: 
not transfer. Granting that from the date of the enrol- 
ment of his transfer Rivington bas ceased to be a partner,. 
he remains liable for the debts incurred before that time, 
and all the debts of this company are necessarily debts in-- 
curredgbefore then. Section 12 is distinct in its statement 
of the inability of a member of the company to evade his 
liability. Where an amalgamation is ultra vires, not only 
it but everything following from it will be declared void’ 
This was done in Imperial Bank of China v. Bank of 
Hindustan (16 W. R. 1107, L. R. 6 Bq. 91), 8.0. nom. Bank of 
Hindustan v. Alison (L, 8. 6 C. P. 54, on appeal 19 W. R. 
505, L. R. 6 C. P. 222). Nor is lapse of time any bar to 
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.guch declaration, as appears. from what was done in the 
Family Endowment case (18 W. K. 266, L. RB. 5 Ch. 118) ; 
‘Murrough’s case (16 8. J. 483). In these and many other 
.cases the arbitration went back step by step, undoing each 
transaction, so far as necessary for settling on the list of 
contributories the persons who had attempted to get rid 
of their liability. As against.the policyholders, whose 
right to be paid is clear, lapse of time therefore is im- 
material, though it may be very important, as between 
the companies, as was held in the case of The Saxon Life 
Assurance Company, Ex parte the Era Company (11 W. R. 
59). It cannot be maintained that this Act of 10 & 11 Vict. 
.c. 84, was meant to confer on members of these un- 
registered companies greater privileges than are conferred 
on members of registered companies under 7 & 8 Vict. 
c. 110, or the Companies Act, 1862. It was only as a very 
great privilege, and subject to very severe restrictions, that 
‘the former Act allowed the liability of the transferor of 
‘shares to cease at the expiration of three years, and it 
could not possibly have been intended by the Legislature 
that, in the case of this company, a member’s liability 
should cease the moment he got his transfer enrolled. 
‘The deed of February, 1860, was part of an arrangement, 
not for transferring shares to bond fide transferees, 
‘but for putting an end to the company, and it was an ar- 
rangement for the purchase of shares out of the assets of 
the company, and no attempt even was made to comply 
with the provisions of section 112. That the arrangement 
was ultra vires, as regards the British Nation, is equally 
clear—section 223 contains the conditions (none of which 
were complied with) on which only the acquisition of busi- 
ness referred to in section 45 could be effected. But sec- 
tion 45 itself evidently only applies to an extension of 
business, not to taking over the shares and liabilities of 
another company. Besides, a joint stock company cannot 
take transfers of shares from another company (Zulueta’s 
case, 18 W. R. 416, 778, L. R. 9 Eq. 270, L. R. 5 Ch. 444). 
Swanston, Q.C. (M. Cookson with him), for the official 
liquidators of the British Nation Association, took no part 
ih the argument, on account of the impossibility of know- 
‘ing whether it would turn out to the advantage of the 
British Nation that the amalgamation should be supported 
or the reverse. 
Fry, Q.C. (Millar with him), for Mr. Rivington, was not 
called upen. 
Lord Westsury.—I will give directions for the future 
that where the liquidators have a double and conflicting 
duty to perform, in every case of that kind to occur here- 
after, where that may be the state of things, application 
shall be made first to me, and I will direct the means by 
which the question shall be argued, and who shall repre- 
sent the different interests. I am very much obliged to 
Mr. Higgins for the care and ability with which he has 
argued this case. It has satisfied me that I have heard 
everything that can be reasonably alleged against the view 
that I entertain, but I have heard nothing that induces me 
to hesitate for one moment as to the course which it is my 
duty to adopt. The parties before me are first of all the 
‘official liquidators of the British Commercial Company, 
which was an ordinary partnership formed as long ago as 
1821. At that time the state of the law did not admit of 
partners transferring their shares without effecting a 
dissolution of the company, neither did it admit of a very 
large company suing and being sued by a representative, 
either as an officer of the company or a member of the 
company. Accordingly this partnership of the British 
Commercial was aided byan Act of Parliament, of which 
there have been very many examples, which give power to 
the company to sue and be sued, by the public officer, or 
by one of its body, and also gave power to the individual 
members of this partnership to transfer their shares, ac- 
companying the power with certain conditions, namely, 
that the memorial of the transfer should be registered in 
in the Court of Chancery, and registered within a parti- 
cular period of time, but it was not to become void if not so 
Tegistered within that time, the only penal consequence 
being that the party transferring his shares, and who ap- 
peared on the existing register, would notwithstanding the 
transfer, remain liable for the debts of the company unless 
‘and until the name of the transferee was duly registered 
and duly memorialised in his place. 
The company carried on business for a considerable 





period of time. With regard to the mode of transferring 
its business, it would have the common law power, inci- 
dental to every common law partnership, but that power 
could only be effectually exercised by every member of the 
partnership concurring in the exercise thereof. Subject 
thereto every individual member of the partnership had a 
right under the statute to transfer his share or shares toa 
nominee, and the transfer would be effectual, provided the 
conditions with regard to registration that I have already 
adverted to were observed. In that state of things, and 
in the month of November, 1859, the British Commercial 
entered into negociations with the British Nation for the 
transfer of its business to the British Nation. Meetings 
were held of the proprietors of the British Commercial for 
the purpose of considering the proposal of the British Na- 
tion. Meetings were in like manner heid by the British 
Nation for the purpose cf considering whether they should 
or should not enter into a certain kind of amalgamation 
with the British Commercial, that is to say, take a transfer 
of the business of the British Commercial, and thenceforth 
have an union of the business of the two companies. The 
words are peculiar—‘‘It has been suggested to the di- 
rectors of this association and to myself that an union of the 
British Commercial with this” (that is the British Nation) 
“would be advantageous to both institutions.” That 
object was accordingly accomplished. The proprietors of 
the British Commercial appear all to have concurred in the 
resolution to adopt the proposal of the British Nation, 
with the exception of some few—I think they numbered fif- 
teen in the whole. The resolutions on the part of the British 
Nation were almost more unanimous, and then came the 
question, what should be the machinery adopted in order 
to carry those resolutions into effect. Now it is quite clear 
that the only machinery that could be adopted would be 
making a transfer of the shares in the British Commer- 
cial to nominees of the British Nation. The British Com- 
mercial was to cease business as a company, and therefore 
the transfer of its shares would be a mode only of trans- 
ferring its business. That course was accordingly adopted. 
Now I may mention by the way that I shall have no diffi- 
culty in holding and do in reality now hold, that after this 
great lapse of time the concurrence of the 23 shareholders 
in the Commercial, who did not execute the deed, must be 
presumed, and I should therefore have no difficulty in hold- 
ing that the transfer by the Commercial to the British 
Nation, at this distance of time, is to be treated and 
regarded as a transfer by all the partners in the Commer- 
cial. But independently of that, which is not very mater- 
ial for the decision of this case, the shares which were 
transferred by the British Commercial to the British 
Nation must, as I have already observed, be regarded as a 
mode of transferring the business; for, although I quite 
agree to the proposition that the British Nation as a com- 
pany could not take individually a transfer of the shares 
in the British Commercial, so as to be registered as share- 
holders in that company, yet it was perfectly competent to 
the British Nation to take a transfer of the shares from the 
partners of that compeny, seeing that the Commercial was 
no longer to go on as a current trading company. I regard 
the transfer, therefore, as a mode of transferring the 
business. 

Now it appeared that a gentleman of the name of Riving- 
ton was, at the time of the agreement with the British 
nation, the registered holder of 200 shares in the British 
Commercial. He concurred in the proposal to transfer the 
business of the British Commercial to the British Nation. 
The British Nation accordingly when the contract was 
finally entered into, presented to him a transfer to a gen- 
tleman of the name of Bermingham, and requested him 
to execute that transfer. He was to receive a certain sum 
of money as the price of his shares, and he was paid accor- 
dingly by the hands of Bermingham, but no doubt, out of 
the money of the British Nation. That particular transfer 
by Rivington to Bermingham was duly completed in con- 
formity with the requisitions of the statute. 

Mr. Higgins has said that certain preliminary things 
which are directed to be done by the deed of settlement of 
the British Commercial, in the event of transfer of shares, 
were not observed. I cannot pay attention to that, because 
I regard these provisions in the deed of settlement of the 
British Commercial as merely directory, and I think the en- 
quiry, whether they were observed or not, is superseded 
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entirely by the fact that the transfer from Rivington to 
Bermingham was accepted, and duly registered, and me- 
morialised in a complete manner in the year 1865. I shall 
not therefore in any way enter into the question of the 
validity of that transfer by reason of these directory pro- 
visions not having been in terms observed, if it be the 
fact, of which there is no proof, that they were not ob- 
served. Then Mr. Higgins, in that state of things, pre- 
sented to me acase which involves these two propositions. 
He contends, first, that the transfer from Rivington to Ber- 
mingham was informal and incomplete. That is a ques- 
tion which would have no other result, if it were deter- 
mined in his favour, than the mere removal of Berming- 
ham’s name, and the restoration of Rivington’s name to 
his original position. I try that question first upon the 


ground to which I am referred, namely, whether according | 


te the statute the transfer to Bermingham was formal and 
complete, and I find noreason’ upon the facts before me to 
impeach that transfer or the memorial thereof. That 
being so, Mr. Higgins looks further than the bare transac- 
tion of the transfer, and impeaches the whole of the 
dealing between Bermingham and Rivington, because it 
was a part of a larger transaction between the two 
companies, contending that such dealing was the mere 
incident and consequence of that transaction, and, if that 
be bad, this incidental thing must fall with it. Mr. 
Higgins, therefore, now calls upon me in this year 1873, to 
enter into a consideration of the legal validity of the con- 
tract made between the British Commercial and the British 
Nation in the year 1859, and to pronounce that that 
contract was void as being wltra vires the powers of both 
the contracting parties. If it were ultra vires, beyond the 
powers of one of the contracting parties, and it had been 
properly impeached within due time, it might have been 
set aside ; but I am asked here, at the expiration of twelve 
or thirteen years, to undo that contract altogether, to 
pronounce it to have been ultra vires, and, without any 
further consideration, to annul it, pronounce it to be void, 
and to pronounce this particular transfer destroyed by 
reason ofits having been an emanation from or a child of 
that void contract. Mr. Higgins appeared to be a little 
alarmed at the consequence of what he was asking, and 
he strove at the end to say that I might annul the dealing 
between Bermingham and Rivington upon the ground of 
the invalidity of the contract, without declaring expressly 
that the contract was invalid, or without pursuing the 
implied declaration of invalidity to all the consequences 
that must result therefrom. Ican dono suchthing. IfI 
avoid this particular transaction upon the ground of the 
invalidity and nullity of the contract out of which it 
flows, I must declare that contract invalid in order to 
give any reason for the conclusion to which I am asked to 
arrive. Now, in the first place, I am not at all inclined 
to adopt the argument that the contract was ultra vires of 
either company. If I take in aid the proposition that I 


have already mentioned, namely, that at this lapse of time | 


the twenty-three shareholders in the British Commercial, 
whose signature to the deed cannot be produced, must be 
presumed to have concurred in and sanctioned the 
arrangement—a very easy conclusion to be arrived at— 
(for there is no trace during the years that have 
elapsed of their ever having complained of the arrangement 
made with the British Nation)—I say, if I make that 
presumption, and adopt the conclusion to which it leads, 
then the transaction was clearly within the common law 
powers of every common law partnership, and therefore 
it wold not be ultra vires of the British Commercial. 
And then, I look at the deed of the British Nation ; I find 
an ample power given to the British Nation to buy and 
take transfers of the business of another company, carrying 
on business in a manner similar to that of the British 
Nation. I am by no means prepared, therefore, to arrive 


at the conclusion that there was any lack or want of | 


requisite legal power of contracting in either of these two 
companies, but I am very much more solicitous to point 
out at an early period of this arbitration that I shall give the 
utmost possible value and weight to lapse of time, daring 
which transactions have been permitted to go on unim. 
peached, and I adopt two principles, one that the lapse of 
time shall be taken as evidence of acquiescence and as- 
sent, and that therefore what has been done ought mot on 
that ground to be interfered with; and the second prin- 


ciple is this,Jthat I will not interfere, after a considerable. 
period of time, to annul a transaction in the nature of a 
contract between companies, unless I see my way to do 
complete justice, by meeting all the consequences of that 
declaration of nullity, and restoring each company to the 
situation in which it was at the time of their entering into 
the contract that I declare to be null. 

Now I beg the attention of counsel to what has been. 
done in this case ; and to the impossibility of my finding a: 
way to the accomplishment of what is just and right, if I 
were to begin by setting aside this cortract that has now 
been acquiesced in by both sides for so many years, and 
then attempt to restore the parties to their original posi. 
tion. 

Part of the contract was this, that the shareholders 
who refused to become shareholders in the British Nation 
should receive a certain sum of money for their shares. 
That was done in a great variety of cases. They took the 
money, they transferred their shares in order that the 
business might vest in the British Nation, and from 
that time, the year 1860, until the present time, there 
has been no attempt to question that part of the 
transaction. The British Nation got by virtue thereof a 
great acquisition of business, and, if I annul the contract,. 
how can I restore to the shareholders of the British Com. 
mercial, who are brought back to their original position, the- 
benefit of that business? 1f I annul the contract, the 
British Nation must account for all that they got under 
that contract. They got the business, and the profit 
of the business and that is something which they 
would be bound to restore to the shareholders of the 
British Commercial, if I annul the arrangement, 
How is it possible that that can be done? Bat 
that was one part only; there were another set of 
shareholders who consented to become, and did be- 
come, shareholders in the British Nation, and were re-. 
gistered as such, and held out to the world as such, and 
who threw in their lot with the British Nation. How in 
the world can I undo that, and put them in their former 
position, and meet all the consequences that have resulted 
| from their having acquired in the eyes of the world a new 

position under this contract ? Everybody conversant with 
| the subject will see the utter impossibility of retracing 

the steps that have been taken in that part of the transac- 
| tion. 
| But then comes the other thing, which is still more con- 
| clusive. The British Nation having acquired all this pro- 
| perty, and having united this body of shareholders with its 
| own, and having paid off those who were unwilling to be- 
come so united, in that state of things proceed to sell their 
status, their business, their advantages, iucluling the ad- 
vantage they got under this contract, to the European, and 
the European are now the holders thereof. Can I make 
the European disgorge, for the benefit of the resuscitated 
shareholders of the British Commercial Company, what 
they, the European, have derived by reason of the transfer 
of the property of the British Nation, or that which has 
| been acquired by the addition of the property of the British 
Commercial ? It would be hopeless to attempt such a 
thing :—A restitutio ad integram, to adopt Mr. Higgins’s 
phrase, and a very correct one, of the shareholders of the 
British Commercial, is utterly impossible under such cir- 
cumstances. 

It would be an impossible thing to trace the different 
ramifications of interests that have arisen since the con- 
tract was entered into, to unravel them, to undo them, and 
place the parties in the position they would have been in but 
for that contract ; and in that way, and upon those grounds 
to annul the transaction itself. Courts of justice have 
very wisely said that thev shall not be invoked after a 
certain period of time. ‘They have done that because they 
hold that the period of acquiescence furnishes good ground 
for presumption that things have been confirmed, accepted, 
and agreed to be abided by by individuals, the absence of 
whom from the original contract might have afforded 
atop of complaint against that contract, if the ground had 

een taken within such a period of time as was not sufficient 
to afford such presumption as I have mentioned. They 
have also vehsesll it, on the other ground, that they will not 
annul a contract, whore the lapse of time has been sufficient 
or has given birth to such a variety and complication of in- 
terests derived from and depending upon tho basis of the 
| contract after so long a poriod as the period of this transac~ 
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tion now sought to be impeached. They will not annul it, 
if they find themselves utterly unable to place the parties 
in their original position. Now, it is precisely what I have 
here. Iam justified, nay I am bound, to derive every 
reasonable presumption of validity, after this lapse of twelve 

ears, in favour of the original contract. I am bound to 
ee my hands from meddling with that original contract, 
and yeigsaee Fe it invalidity, unless I can follow out the 
first step to all the others that must legitimately follow, and 
can see my way to do complete justice by the restoration of 
the parties to their original position. I will certainly never 
lend any powers that are vested in me to be exercised in a 
manner inconsistent with those two rules. or that will at 
all impair their force and validity in a Court of Justice, 
much more in a Court of Arbitration. 

I now come to the conclusion that the application of these 
liquidators to strike out Mr. Bermingham’s name, to be 
replaced by Mr. Rivington’s, is one without any kind of 
merit of law, of equity, or reason. I refuse the application, 
with costs to be paid to Mr. Rivington out of the estate of 
the British Commercial. I say nothing about the costs of 
the official liquidators or of the British Nation, but I shall 
reserve the consideration thereof with liberty to apply 

I may at the same time say, that, in my opinion, it was 
the duty of those who instructed counsel for the British 
Nation, to maintain the validity of the contract, and to 
oppose the strongest ground to the attempt of the clients of 
Mr. Higgins to undo that contract, and 1 shall take that into 
consideration when I dispose of the question of the costs of 
the official liquidators, but I will take care for the future 
that those gentlemen shall not be piaced in a position in 
which they will have a conflicting duty, for I will myself 
regulate in case of any question arising between these com- 
panies, who I may say are part of my flock, and are under 
my control, if there shall be any dispute between them, 
how they shall be dealt with, and they shall come to me to 
know the manner in which I will have that dispute argued 
and settled. At present, therefore, I reserve the considera- 
tion of the costs of the official liquidators, and they may 
apply to me in order to show me that there was reasonable 
ground for appearing in a position of neutrality, neither 
opposing the claim nor supporting it. Mr. Rivington will 
have his costs. ‘The question of the other costs reserved, 
with liberty to apply. 

Higgins.—Your Lordship will pardon me ; this decision 
is to the effect that Mr. Rivington is not to be settled on 
the list of contributories. That will be without prejudice 
to any future application in case there should be a B list ? 

Lord Wrstgury.—I will not clog the order with any ex- 
pression of that kind at all; the order will speak for itself. 
asi not to placed on the register in lieu of Mr. Berming- 


Higgins.—Quite so. In case it should turn out the 
persons who will be placed on the list are unable to pay the 
debts, we may have to resort to others. 

Solicitors, Wercer § Mercer. 





COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Registrar Rocur, sitting as Chief Judge.) 
Feb. 25.—Re Watt, 

The solicitor for a debtor who had filed a petition for liqui- 
dation was, at the first meeting of creditors, entrusted with the 
registration of a resolution then passed for a liquidation by 
arrangement. 

The debtor, who was the steward of a steam vessel, went to sea 
without paying to his solicitor the amount of the ad valorem 
duty payable on registration, 

Held, that the solicitor was bound to register the resolution 
subject to an undertaking by the debtor to pay the duty. 

This was an application on behalf of creditors of a 
debtor who had filed a petition for liquidation by arrange- 
ment, for an order requiring the debtor's solicitor to 
register the resolution of creditors, passed at the first 
general meeting. 

It appeared that at the first meeting, which took place 
on the 11th inst., several creditors proved their debts, and a 
resolution was passed for a liquidation by arrangement, 
and not in bankruptcy, and a trustee was appointed to act 
with a committee of inspection. The creditors also 
resolved that Mr. Henry Wickens, tho debtor's solicitor, 
should be entrusted with the registration of the resolution, 
and tothis no objection was made, Tho creditors had 





since ascertained that the resolution had not been regis- 
tered and the present application became necessary. 

The debtor, who was a steward of a steam vessel, went 
to sea, without paying to his solicitor the amount of the 
stamp duty, payable on registration. 

Bagley in support of the application. —The solicitor 
having been entrusted with the registration of the resolu- 
tion is bound to produce it for that purpose. Until regis- 
tration the debtor is left in the absulate possession of his 
estate. The solicitor is a party to the resolution, and it is. 
his plain and obvious duty to register it. 

Finlay Knight, contra.—There is no law which requires a 
solicitor to advance funds for the benefit of another 
person. Mr. Wickens has not the least desire to impede 
the registration, and he is willing to do anything the 
Court may suggest. By rule 284 the Court has power to- 
summon the person entrusted with the registration of the 
resolution, but it does not follow that an order can be 
made on him to register the resolution where it does not 
appear that there are any funds in hand available for that 
purpose. 

Bagley, in reply. 

Mr. Registrar Rocne.—It appears that the solicitor was- 
present at the meeting when the resolution was passed, 
and if he had any objection to its terms, he should have 
made it at the time. The order will be that he file the 
resolution, and the debtor must enter into an undertaking 
to pay the ad valorem duty. There will be no order as to 
the costs of the present application. 

Solicitor for the applicants, Head. 

Respondent in person. 


(Before Mr. Registrar Pepys, sitting as Chief Judge.}} 
March 7.—Ex parte Marshall, re Malcolm 

On the 21st January the Sheriffs of London seized £561 cash 
under an execution levied at the premises of traders by virtue 
of a judgment for £871 and costs. On the 23rd January the 
traders filed a petition for liquidation under sections 125 and 
126 of the Bankruptey Act, 1869, and the creditors assembled 
at the first meeting appointed a trustee, and passed a resolution 


for a liquidation by arrangement, which was afterwards duly 


registered. 

Held, that the 87th section applied in the case of a seizure, 
not of * goods”? only, but of “ money,” and that the trustee was 
entitled to the £561. 


This was an application by Mr. Marshall, a creditor of 
Messrs. Malcolm (traders), for an order to dissolve an in- 
junction restraining further proceedings in an action. 
brought against the debtors or upon the judgment obtained. 
in such action. 

On the 31st December, 1872, Mr. Marshall commenced 
an action against the debtors for the recovery of the 
amount due upon a bill of exchange of which the debtors 
were the acceptors, and on the 16th January, 1873, judg- 
ment was signed for £871 debt, and £5 9s. 3d. costs. On 
that judgment a writ of fieri facias issued, and on the 21st 
January the sheriffs of London proceeded to the office of 
of Messrs. Malcolm, in the city, and seized £561 1s.—the 
whole of which was in cash. 

On the 23rd January Messrs. Malcolm presented a peti- 
tion for liquidation under the 125th and 126th sections of 
the Bankruptoy Act, 1869, and on the following day the re- 
ceiver obtained an order restraining further proceedings 
in the action, and the sheriff had been prevented from 
handing over the amount in his hands to the exeoution 
creditor. On the 4th of March the creditors passed a reso- 
lution for a liquidation by arrangement and a trustee was 
appointed, and the resolation was afterwards duly regis- 
tered. 

J. Edwards, in support of the application.—The ques- 
tion in this case arises under the 87th section of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, which provides that where the 
goods of any trader have been taken in execution in re- 
spect of a judgment fora sum exceeding £50 and sold, 
the sheriff shall retain the proceeds of such 
sale in his hauds for a period of fourteen days, and upon 
notice being served on him within that period of a bank. 
ruptcy petition having been presented against such trader, 
shall hold the proceeds of such sale after deducting ex- 
penses on trast, to pay the same to the trastee, &e. The 
section applies only in the case of a seizure of “ goods,’* 
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-and although by the interpretation clause (4) property 
means and includes “ money’’ and ‘‘ goods,” yet there is 
nothing to show that “goods” includes “ money.’ The 
distinction may be somewhat refined, but it may very well 
be that the Act was intended to apply only where the 
visible substance of traders was seized; and it cannot 
operate so as to defeat the bona jide claim of an execution 
creditor. Although liquidation is in some respects equiva. 
lent to bankruptcy (Ez parte Duignan, re Bissell, 19 W. R. 
711, L. R. 11 Hq. 605), yet, after all, it is a matter of 
private arrangement between the debtor and the creditor. 
He also referred to Ea parte Rayner, ve Johnson (20 W. RB. 
397). 

W. F. Robinson and Mansel Jones, for the trustee, were 
not called upon. 

C. V. Lewis (solicitor), for the sheriffs. 

Mr. Registrar Perpys.—The argument of the learned 
counsel is a very ingenious one, but the only distinction 
which can be drawn, as it seems to me, between the seizure 
of ‘‘money” and the seizure of “goods ” is this, that in 
the case of aseizure of “money” it is not necessary to 
proceed to a sale, and*that the 87th section applies as if 
there had been ascizure followed by a sale; and there 
having been a seizure of property, I think this is brought 
within the decided cases. The title of the trustee relates 
back to the date of filing of the petition for liquidation, and 
the sheriffs having retained the proceeds of the execution 
for fourteen days, the trustee becomes entitled to the fund. 
The present application must be dismissed, with costs. 

Solicitors for the appellant, Cunlife § Beaumont. 

Solicitors for the trustee, Druce, Sons & Jackson, 


COUNTY COURTS. 
BIRMINGHAM. 
(Before H. W. Coxe, Esq., Q.C.) 


Feb. 25.—Michael v. London and North Western Railway 
Company. 

One of the regulations printed in a railway company’s book 
of time tables, and subject to which tickets were issued, stated 
that “ every attention will be paid to ensure punctuality as far 
as it is practicable, but the directors give notice that the com- 
pany do not undertake that the trains shall start or arrive at 
the times specified in the bills, ner will they be accountable for 
any loss, inconvenience, or injury which may arise from delays 
-or detention.” 

Held, that the stipulation for the exoneration of the com- 
pany was dependent on the condition as to punctuality, and 
that the company were liable for loss arising from deiays oc- 
casioned by their wilful neglect to observe punctuality. 


The facts of this case are detailed in the judgment. 

His Honovr said :—Although the amount of the sum in 
dispute in this case is small, the principle involved is one of 
much importance. ‘The plaintiff sues the company to re- 
cover £3 33. for expenses and loss of time incurred by him 
by the neglect and default of the company under these cir- 
cumstances. The company, in their printed book of time 
tables, which has been made evidence, advertised by Table 
6, at page 18, a train for Ireland by the express mail ser- 
vice, via Holyhead, which should on week days leave Bir- 
mingham at i0. 30 p.m., and enable first class passengers 
only to arrive at Belfast by 11.30 onthe next morn- 
ing ; and it is announced in this time bill that. passengers 
are booked through from the principal stations on the com- 
pany’s line to Belfast (amongst other places), On the 29th 
of December, 1872, shortly before 10.30 p.m., the plaintiff 
booked through to Belfast at the company’s station in New 
S.reet, Birmingham, and took a return ticket by the express 
train in question, for which he paid about 90s. This ticket, 
which isin the usual form, had endorsed on it these words 
—‘“Issued by the London and North-Western Railway 
Company, subject to the company’s regulations and to the 
conditions in the time tables of the respective companies 
over whose lines this ticket is available.’ The express train, 
however, by which the plaintiff was to proceed on his 
journey, instead of starting from Birmingham at 10. 30 p.m., 
as announced, did not start until 10. 55 p.m., being twenty- 
five minutes afterwards, and the consequence was that the 
train being twenty-five minutes late, failed to catch the Irish 
express of this company at Stafford, as it ought to have done, 
and by which express only could the plaintiff and the other 
passengers from Birmingham be forwarded on to Belfast in 





due course. The plaintiff, by reason of this default on the 
part of the company, could only get as far as Chester that 
night, and had to wait until the next day before he could go 
on, whereby he was prevented from arriving at Belfast: until 
the 3lst of December, instead of the 30th; and he hag 
brought this action against the company to recover £3, 

in respect, of his lost day. The company, by one of their 
clerks, appear to have offered him 7s. 6d., which he de. 
clined to receive; but as such offer is said to have been 
made without prejudice, I shall not construe it as an admis. 
sion of liability. The company now dispute all liability 
whatever, and if the arguments which have been urged in 
their behalf are at all sound, they would go far to justify 
the company, even if they had kept the plaintiff an extra 
week on his journey instead of an extra day. ‘he defence 
of the company is based on their ‘‘regulations,” to which 
reference is made on the back of the plaintiff's ticket, and I 
think the plaintiff must be taken to have had notice of those 
regulations, and to have entered into his bargain with: the . 
company subject to them. The question then turns on the 
true and reasonable construction and effect of these regula- 
tions. ‘They are to be found under the head of ‘‘ General 
Regulations,” at page 2 of the book of time tables issued by 
the company. ‘There is a shorter and more imperfect state- 
ment of the company’s regulations at the head of their 
posting bills. But I consider that the regulations referred 
to on the ticket are the general regulations in their accurate 
and‘unabridged form. Now the General Regulation as to 
the company’s time bills which is the important one is thus 
oxpressed :—‘‘ Time Bil’s: The published time bills of this 
company are only intended to fix the time at which passen- 
gers may be certain to obtain their tickets for any journey 
from the various stations, it being understood that the trains 
shall not start before the appointed time. Every attention 
will be paid to ensure punctuality as far as it is practicable, 
but the directors give notice that the company do not under. 
take that the trains shall start or arrive at the time specified 
in the bills, nor will they be accountable for any loss, 
inconvenience, or injury which may arise from delays or 
detention.”” As the detention of the plaintiff did not arise 
off the line of this company, but upon it, the next regulation 
which follows that just quoted has no application. Now, 
it is true that by the regulation quoted, the company, by 
their directors, ‘‘give notice that they do not undertake 
that the trains shall start or arrive at the time specified in 
the bills;” nor will they be accountable as therein men- 
tioned. But it appears to me that this portion of the regu- 
lation cannot be properly read apart from itscontext. Now 
by the words which introduce this stipulation for the com- 
pany’s exoneration, it is expressly provided that “every atten- 
tion will be paid to ensure punctuality as far as it is 
practicable.” The question, then, is, whether every such 
attention was paid; for if it were not. then, that condition 
not having been performed, the company are not, in my 
opinion, entitled to the benefit of the stipulation for their 
exoneration, which follows, and is dependent on, the con- 
dition as to punctuality. If by an accidental breakdown 
on the line, or the giving way of an enbankment or bridge, 
or any inevitable accident, the company had failed to 
observe punctuality, I am not prepared to say that they 
ought to be held liable in a case like this. But the facts 
which appear in evidence are that the delay and want of 
puuctuality in the train starting from Birmirgham was 
occasioned by the company having waited for the arrival of 
the Bristol express of the Midland Company, which, on the 
night in question, instead of arriving at the New Street 
Station at 10,18 p.m., did not arrive until 10.45 p.m., being 
twenty-seven minutes too late. The usual rule of the Lon- 
don aad North-Western Railway Company is to give this 
train fifteen minutes’ grace, but on the night in question it 
was allowed twenty-seven minutes’ grace, and the conse- 
quence was that the London and North- Western, in the hope 
of being able to take on the passengers of the Midland, 
sacrificed their own passengers at Birmingham, and delayed 
their own 10.30 p.m. train until it was too Jate for it to 
arrive at Stafford in time for theirIrish mail. The company 
took the chance of the Irish mail being late at Stafford, but 
it happened on that night to be punctual, and went on from 
Stafford about five minutes before the Birmingham 
train arrived thereto join it. It is in evidence that there 
were plenty of engines and carriages at the New Street 
Station by which the defendants could have forwarded om 
the plaintiff and their other passengers in time for the Irish 
mail if they had thought fit, but they neglected to do so, 
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and they waited unduly for the arrival of the Midland 

ngers. Under these circumstances, it appears to me 
that there wasa wilful neglect on the part of the London 
and North-Western Company to observe that punctuality 
which is the condition of their being exonerated from 
starting or arriving later than the times given in their time 
bills; and upon principle as well as upon the authority of 
the case of Denton v. The Great Northern Railway Com- 
pany (4 W. R, 240), [ hold that the plaintiff is entitled to 
recover. There will accordingly be a verdict for the plain- 


tiff for £3 3s.’’ The plaintiff applied for costs, and his 
Honour said they would of course be granted. 


PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

March 17.—-The Ministerial Crisis.—Lord Granville 
stated that after the resignation of Mr. Gladstone and his 
colleagues, the Queen sent for Mr. Disraeli, and the 
result of her Majesty’s interview with that right hon. gen- 
tleman was, that Mr. Gladstone, on Sanday evening, un- 
dertook to communicate with his former colleagues on the 
position of public affairs. He, therefore, proposed that 
the House should adjourn till Thursday, when he hoped to 
be able to give more detailed explanations. 

March 20.—The Ministerial Crisis ——Lord Granville and 
the Duke of Richmond entered into explanations with 
reference to the proceedings which had taken place since 
the resignation of the Government. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

March, 17.—TZhe Ministerial Crisis—Mr. Gladstone 
made a statement to the same effect as that made in the 
Lords by Lord Granville. Mr. Disraeli explained that he 
had informed her Majesty distinctly that he was quite 
prepared to form an Administration, but that he would not 
undertake the government of the country with the present 
House of Commons. 

March. 20.—The Ministerial Crisis.—Mr. Gladstone gave 
a detailed account of the transactions with reference to the 
resignation of the Government. On Friday morning her 
Majesty forwarded to him Mr. Disraeli’s reply to her in 
writing, and asked his advice upon it. He did not at first 
apprehend it with sufficient precision to advise the Queen, 
but on the same day he became satisfied that Mr. Disraeli 
had unconditionally refused office. Upon that he thought 
it his duty to submit a statement in writing to the Queen 
in which he contended that Mr. Disraeli’s summary refusal 
to accept office was contrary to precedent and Parlia- 
mentary usage. This was communicated to Mr. Disraeli, 
who replied to it on Sunday, and on that reply being for- 
warded to him late the same evening he at once undertook 
a reconstruction of the Governmont. That task was now 
completed. Mr. Disraelientered into a long explanation 
and defence of the course he had taken. 

Registar for Parliamentary and Municipal Electors Bil. 
—The Attorney-General, in moving the second reading of 
this Bill, said it proposed to deal sdlely with the borough 
registrations, leaving those of the counties untouched, with 
the exception of altering the date at which the latter were 
now made, so ss to make it identical with that at which 
the borough registrations were to be made. As regarded 
the borough franchises, it would be remembered that certain 
old parliamentary franchises had been left untouched by 
the two Reform Bills, while, on the other hand, women 
were allowed tu vote under the municipal franchise only. 
Under these circumstances it was of course absolutely 
necessary that two lists, one of the parliamentary, and the 
other of the municipal electors, should be made out, and 
in both cases the lists were prepared by the same officers. 
Under 6 & 7 Vict. c. 18, a certain number of forms and no- 
tices were prescribed with regard to the parliamentary 
voters, but they did not apply to the municipal voters, and 
three or four lists had to be prepared relating only to the 
former. Thus a list of freemen, the list of present voters, 
the listof new claims, and the list of objections, had to be 
Prepared, all of which related to the parliamentary voters, 
while the burgess list, which related to the municipal 
voters only, had to be prepared by the overseers and 





delivered by them to the town clerk. The parliamentary’ 
lists were dated the 29th of August and the municipal 

list on the lst of September. Then the overseers had to 
publish the parliamentary voters’ lists on the first two 
Sundays in August, while the town clerk had to publish 
the burgess list on the 15th of September. New 
parliamentary claims to vote had to be made to the over- 
seers before the 25th of August, and new municipal claims 
to vote had tobe made tothe town clerk before the 15th of 
September, and “bjections to such votes had to be made 
before those days respectively. At present all objectors to 
voters in boroughs were required to state some ground for 
their objections, while no such obligation was laid upon 
objectors to county voters, and it was the object of this. 
Bill to remove that distinction, and to require all objectors 
to county voters to assign a reason for their objections, 
The revision of the lists of the parliamentary voters for 
boroughs was in the hands of the revising barristers’ who, 
on the whole, performed their duties most satisfactorily ; 
but the duty of revising the municipal listswas discharged 
by the mayor and twoassessors, who constituted, he thought, 
a very unsatisfactory tribunal for that purpose, inasrauch 
as the assessors in boroughs in which party politics ran at 
all high, were chosen from merely political considerations. 

In order to remedy the evils of the existing system, it was 
proposed to make one register for the boronghs. On that 
register there would be two lists ; there would be one revi- 
sion, and it was proposed to intrust it to the revising bar- 
risters. As to the appeal, he proposed to keep it where it 
was in the case of the parliamentary voter, and in the case 
of the municipal to give the same remedy, the appeal to be 
made to the Court of Common Pleas. He proposed further: 
to give the Court of Common Pleas power ina short and 
summary way, on application to a judge in chambers, to 
compel a revising barrister to grant a case if the judge was 
satisfied that he ought todo so. In putting the revisions 
together it was necessary to alter the dates of the various. 
notices and stages connected with the lists. They had sub- 
stituted for the sake of convenience the 24th of June for 
the 31st of July. The proposed changes of dates appeared 
to be numerous, but they were all governed by one and the 
same role—viz., to make the new dates bear exactly the 
same relation to the new point of departure, the 24th of 
June, as the old dates bore to the old point of departure, 

July 31. He proposed to apply one and the same rule to- 
parliamentary and non-parliamentary boroughs.—Mr. 
Hunt objected to the proposal of the Bill that the revision 
should occur between the 9th of August and the 24th of 
September, a period which would be very inconvenient 
both for members of the legal profession and for the public,. 
as most people were away from home on their anuual holi- 
day.—Mr. James regretted that the Bill did not provide 
for the appointment of registration officers, to supersede 
the overseers in the preparation of the lists—a change re- 
commended by the Committee of 1869.—Mr. Collins re- 
gretted that the Bill left unaltered two great inconve- 
niences of the existing law. The overseer had to publish 
on the lst of August a list of persons qualified on the pre- 
vious day, a task obviously impossible, resulting in an 
imperfect list, and in unnecessarily numerous objections 
and claims. ‘There ought to be a reasonable interval 
between the date of qualification and the issue of the list. 
There shonld also be an interval between the date for ob- 

jections and that for claims, so as to allow persons 

whose qualification was objected to to put forward 
another, if they had one.—Mr. C. E. Lewis re- 
marked that the clause which proposed that all 
claimants, as well as persons upon the list of voters 
who were objected to, should be entitled to costs when the 
objection failed might be very well in boroughs, but in 
counties, where the qualifications for voters were so nu- 

merous, intricate, and dissimilar, a provision such as he 
was now alluding to would enable persons who desired it 

to stuff the registers with faggot votes, because no one 

would undertake the responsibility of objecting, and testing 
the qualification in the Revising Barrister's Courts. One 

of the most important difficalties which underlay the whole 
system of registration was the fact that a Revising Bar- 

rister’s Court was the only judicial Court in the country in 

which there was no power to sammon witnesses. He had 

hoped that into any measure dealing with the subject there 
would have been introduced a proposal to remedy this state 
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of things. The present measure, however, not only failed 
to do this, but actually proposed to continue the existing 
practice. At present the Registration Courts sat between 
the middle of September and the end of October. The Bill 
proposed that in future they should conclude their sittings 
by the 24th of September. But many hon. members would 
know that the assizeson twoof the largest circuits very often 
lasted until the first week in September, and one result, 
therefore, of the proposaltoalter the dates would be, in the 
case of revising barristers going either of those circuits, to 
drive over the sittings of the Courts so late that the work 
would be done very hurriedly, and therefore imperfectly. 
Another result would be that the proceedings of the Courts 
would take place during the time of harvest, which was 
the most awkward period of the year for the transaction of 
‘public acts in which farmers and other voters[resident in the 
agricultural districts were concerned. The present mea- 
sure proposed to alter or partially repeal no less than 
twelve different Acts of Parliament, and he could not help 
thinking that the hon. and learned gentleman, the Atturney- 
General, would have done better to attempt a consolidation 
of the whole law relating to the registration of voters, in- 
stead of bringing in a patchwork Bill, such as the one they 
were then considering. 

After a reply by Mr. Hibbert the bill was read a second 
time. 

Juries Bill.—This Bill was recommitted pro forma, but 
the Attorney-General said there was no intention of 
taking the next stage before Easter. 








FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


a 


THE SPRINGBOK CASE. 

The Morning Post has printed the following translatisa of 
a leading article in the Norddeutsche Allgemeine Zeitung :— 
We have on several occasions called the attention of our 
readers to the sentence of the Supreme Court of the United 
States of North America,* whereby it condemned as prize 
of war the entire cargo of the British vessel Springbok, but 
decreed the restitution of that vessel, which had been con- 


demned, along with the cargo, in the inferior Court of New 


York. We pointed out, at considerable length, the erro- 
neous doctrine, the unwarrantable assumptions and the 
grave errors of fact upon which the sentence of the 





Supreme Court proceeded. Referring such of our readers as | 
the subject may specially interest to our articles of 1st | 
February, 1866, and 30th December, 1868, for the details , 
of the question, we need here only briefly say that, prior | 
to the American Civil War, it was a universally accepted | 
doctrine of international law that “ where a neutral vessel | 
was bound from one neutral port to another neutral port, 
@ prize court could not inquire into the ulterior destination 
of the cargo.” Nevertheless, the American prize courts in- 
troduced the novel and highly objectionable doctrine that | 
if the very slightest or vaguest evidence could be discovered 

of an intention that the cargo should (after being landed 
at the last-mentioned neutral port) ultimately be delivered 
at a rebel port, the cargo, and in some cases the ship, be- 
came liable to condemnation. It is much to be deplored 
that a great maritime Power which, informer days, was 
‘the champion of the rights of neutrals at sea, should, in the 
excitement of civil war, and while struggling for existence, 
have enunciated so monstrous an extension of belligerent 
rights and created so dangerous a precedent. A corres- 
pondent at Washington has sent us a printed copy of the 
memorial (numbered 316) presented by the owners of the 
cargo of the Springbok to the Mixed Commission for the 
Adjudication of Anglo-American Claims now sitting in that 
capital. The case of these aggrieved parties is there set 
forth with great force, and is supported by proofs which 
must convince every impartial mind that there has been a 
aniscarriage of justice in ve minime dubiosa, for which they 
are unquestionably entitled to compensation and damages. 
The American Government, indeed, has reason to con- 
gratulate itself that an opportunity is thus about to be 
afforded it for gracefully receding from a false position 
taken up in the heat of civil war, and for annulling a deci- 
sion which is clearly opposed both to policy and justice. 
The Hon. Caleb Cushing, in his very able argument before 


* Reported 5 Wallace, 1—Ed.S J. 








the Tribunal of Arbitration at Geneva, stated with perfect 
accuracy :—‘‘ Qu'un decret erroné d’une cour d’amirauté 
ne lie en aucune maniere, surtout qu'il ne lie d’aucune 
maniére un tribunal international, Les commissaires, en leur 
qualité de tribunal international possédaientune jurisdic 
tion compléte pour réviser les décrets d’un tribunal muni 
cipal quelconque et de faire droit au Gouvernement lésé 
dans ses intéréts vw dans ceux de ses sujets’—(See page 
4684 of supplement to London Gazett: of 1st of October, 
1872).* Of the competence of the Mixed Commission at 
Waskington to revise (reviser) the sentence of the 
Supreme Court Re Springbok’s Cargo, there cannot be a 
doubt. The policy of such a course appears to us to be as 
clear as its justice. The Springbok has become a cause 
celebre. Every jurist who has commented on it has censured 
the sentence of the Supreme Court. That able and im- 
partial writer, Calvi, in the last edition of his work on In. 
ternational Law (see vol. ii., pages 470 ct seq.) devotes a 
large space to the case’of the Springbok, and pronounces the 
condemnation of the cargoto have been a miscarriage of 
justice. If we are not misinformed, several of the mari- 
time powers have intimated to the Washington Govern. 
ment their unqualified dissent from the novel and highly 
objectionable doctrine enunciated in the Springbok sentence, 
which they regard as subversive of the rights of neutrals 
at sea, and have declared that in the event of a war during 
which they should remain neutral, they would not tolerate 
the seizure or condemnation of the ships and property of 
their subjects under circumstances similar to those under 
which the Springbok and her cargo were seized and con- 
demned. In conclusion we may cbserve that no nation 
would suffer more then the United States from such a 
hitherto unheard-of extension of belligerent rights, since in 
the event of their remaining neutral, while other maritime 
powers were at war, American shipping engaged in the 
carrying trade between neutral ports would be harassed by 
both belligerents. The consequences of the new American 
doctrine are pointed out by the Right Hon. Montagu Ber- 
nard, Professor of International Law in the University of 
Oxford, in his work on *‘ The Neutrality of England.” At 
page 311 he observes—“ If England or France should 
hereafter be at war with Mexico, an American vessel bound: 
from New York to Mobile or Galveston might be carried 
into an English or a French port on the ground that she 
had on board muskets or saddles, coats or boots, destined 
for the Mexican army, and she would be at the mercy of 
any inference which an English or French prize court 
might draw from the form of the papers or the character 
ofher cargo.” Mr. Bernard continues :—“ In some of the 
American cases of condemnation there was no evidence 
whatever of an ulterior destination; in many cases such 
evidence was extremely slight and inconclusive, and we 
cannot fail to see that if the fact of an alleged ulterior 
destination is to be considered as established by evidence 
so slender aswe find in some of these cases neutral traders 
and carriers may have to encounter serious risks and hard- 
ships.”—These considerations cannot fail to have due weight 
with so enlightened and far-sceing a Government as that 
of the United States, and we therefore feel confident that 
the dénouement of the Springbok case will be a solemn con- 
secration of neutral rights by the Washington Cabinet. , 





* The English official translation of this passage will be found 
at page 4695 of the Gazette supplement, and runs as follows :— 
“ But I affirm that the erroneous decree is in no way binding. 
Furthermore, and above all, I affirm that the decree is in no 
way binding on an International Tribunal.” . . “The 
Commissioners in their capacity of an International Tribunal 

ossessed complete jurisdiction to revise the decrees of any 
Municipal Tribunal, and to decree compensation to the Govern- 
ment injured in its interests, or in those of its subjects.’? [The 
latter part of the extract is hardly fairly given. The passage 
runs as follows ;—* ‘The question was raised by the English and 
American Commissioners nominated to carry out the stipula- 
tions of Jay’s treaty. The following circumstance is repo 
in the memoirs of Mr. J. Trumbull, one of the secretaries of 
that Commission. It appears that, being in doubt, the Com- 
missioners consulted the Earl of Loughborough, then Lord 
Chancellor, The latter decided that the Commissioners, in their 
capacity of an international tribunal, possessed complete juris- 
diction to revise the decrees of any municipal tribunal, and to 
decree compensation to the Government injured in its interests 
or in those of its subjects, ‘he Commissioners acted accord- 
ingly.”’—Eb. 8, J.] 
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SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


MANCHESTER INCORPORATED LAW 
ASSOCIATION. 

At the recent annual general meeting of the members of the 
association, held at their rooms, Cross-street Chambers, Cross- 
street, an account of the receipts and disbursements 
(previously audited by two of the members) was submitted 


and passed, and the officers and Committee were elected for | 


the ensuing year :—President, Mr. Thomas Jepson; 
Vice-Presidents, Mr. R. M. Shipman, Mr. G. J. Murray ; 
Treasurer, Mr James Street ; Honorary Secretary, Mr. S. 
Unwin ; Chairman of Committee, Mr. W. H. Guest ; Deputy 
Chairman, Mr. Percy Woolley ; Committee, Mesers. J. P. 
Aston, Thomas Baker, Josh. H. Barker, James Barrow, T. 
T. Bellhouse, James Bond, Thomas Claye, R. B. B. Cobbett, 
John Cooper, W. H. Gnest. J. N. K. Grover, T. Grundy 
(Booth Street), Isaac Hall, Richd. Hankinson, William 
Harper, James Heelis, ‘Thomas Holden, J. F. Milne, James 
Parry, J. B. Payne, J. A. Petty, Richard Radford, Heury 
Taylor, George Thorley. W, L. Welsh, G. F. Wharton, E. 
Whitworth, M. Bateson Wood, Henry Wood, Percy 
Woolley. 

The proceedings of. the society for the last year were 
stated in the following report, which was read by the hono- 
rary secretary, and unanimously adopted. 

Your Committee, in presenting the thirty-fourth annual 
report, have the pleasure of congratulating the association 
on a considerable increase of members during the past year. 
The treasurer’s accounts show a balance in hand of £103 
12s. 2d. The amount of Consols held in trust for the asso- 
ciation is £672 12s. 3d., on which there arein hand accunu- 
lated dividends amounting to £57 14s. 11d. ‘These bal- 
ances are £53 11s. 9d. in excess of those reported last year. 

_Of the bills which came before Parliament during its ses- 
sion, and received the consideration of your Committee, and 
afterwards passed into law, the following deserve notice :— 

Charitable Trustees Incorporation Act (35 & 36 Viet. ¢. 
24).—Yonr Committee, having considered this Bill, were of 
opinion that while its objects were desirable it admitted of 
several amendments, they accordingly prepared observations 
on the Bill, and pointed out the alterations they considered 
necessary, and suggested the addition of provisions for 
obviating questions as to contracts by corporations, and for 
ensuring that gifts made to the charity as described before 
incorporation should take effect in favour of the charity as 
meorporated. Through the instrumentality of Mr. Had- 
field, M.P., with whom your Committee communicated, most 
of their suggestions have been embodied in the Act, though 
they regret that their proposed provision as to contracts was 
only adopted by the Legislature in an abbreviated and im- 


perlect form. The Act provides that upon the application | 


of the trustees of any charity the Charity Commissioners may 
grant a certificate of registration of the trustees as a corpo- 
rate body ; that the liabilities of the trustees shall be the 
same as before incorporation ; that after incorporation gifts 
theretofore or thereafter made to such charity shall take 
effect as if made to the incorporated body ; that every con- 
tract which would be binding according to the constitution 
of the charity shall be binding though not made under the 
common seal of the trustees ; and that payments or transfers 
made in reliance on the corporate seal shall be protected, 
notwithstanding any defect or circumstance affecting the exe- 
cution of the instrument. 

Lhe Court of Chancery (Funds) Act (35 § 36 Viet. c. 
44) abolishes the office of Accountant-General of the 
Court of Chancery, and directs that the duties shall be per- 
formed by the Paymaster-General, and provides that all 
money paid into court (except particular investments made 
under order of court) shall be placed on deposit, and bear 
luterest at 2 per cent. 

he Borough and Local Courts of Record Act (35 § 36 
Viet. c. 86), among other provisions for increasing the 
powers of Local Courts of Record, enacts thattwo or more 
courts may be Sheld at the same time ; that affidavits made 
before] any commissioner appointed by the Lord Chancellor 
or by any of the superior courts or the judges thereof, may 
beused in court; and that writs of execution under £20 
may be executed through the county courts. The Act also 
enables her Majesty, by Order in Council, to direct that 
any process may be served in such parts of England and 


Wales as are specified in the order ; and to extend the pro- 








visions of the Interpleader Act and other provisions specified 
in the schedule to any Local Court of Record. 

Several other Bills occupied the attention of your Com- 
mittee, but as they did not obtain the assent of Parliament 
it is considered unnecessary to refer to them particularly. 

Legal Education.—In anticipation of the renewal of 
Sir Roundell Palmer’s motion for the establishment of a 
General School of Law, your Committee presented a petition 
to the House of Commons in favour of the scheme, they 
also prepared petitions from the solicitors of Manchester 
ani several of the surrounding towns, which were 
numerously signed and presented to Parliament. Your 
Committee regret that the efforts of Sir Roundell Palmer 
did not meet with the succcss they deserved, his motion 
being negatived by a small majority. It is probable that 
this question will demand the attention of the association 
during the ensuing year. : 

Organization of the Profession.—The question of the 
desirability of the profession being represented by two 
societies in London, having been considered at a meeting 
of deputations from Provincial Law Associations the fol- 
lowing resolution way passed:—‘‘ That it is the opinion of 
this meeting that an amalgamation of the Metropolitan and 
Provincial Law Association with the Incorporated Law 
Society is desirable, so that the {ucorporated Law Society 
may become more thoroughly representative of the whole 
profession ; provided that the annual meeting in the pro- 
vinces be kept up, and that a sufficient attempt be made to 
transfer the members of the Metropolitan and Provincial to 
the Incorporated Law Society.” 

Your Committee informed the Metropolitan and Provincial 
Association that their views on the matter were in confor- 
mity with the resolution, and the subject is at present un- 
der the consideration of that body. 

Professional Remuneration.—At the meeting of deputations 
from Provincial Law Associations mentioned above, it was 
resolved to urge upon the London Law Societies that steps 
should be taken to agree upon a scale of remuneration by 
commission in conveyancing matters, and to have such 
scale authorised by general rules and orders, or by legis- 
lation. This resolution, along with other resolutions of 
various Provincial Law Associations, was communicated by 
the Metropolitan and Provincal Association to the Incor- 
porated Law Society. The Incorporated Society at that 
time decided that as their scale of charges had been so fully 
and recently considered, it would be premature to re-open 
the matter, but your Committee are glad to be informed 
that more recently that Society has determined in conjunc- 
tion with the Metropolitan and Provincial Association again 
to consider the whole question. 

Judicature Commission —The attention of your Commit- 
tee having been drawn in the early part of the year to the 
published reports of the probable recommendations of the 
commissioners, they prepared and forwarded to the commis- 
sioners a statement of their views on various points, particu- 
larly with reference tothe appointment of judges and 
registries of the proposed High Court in Manchester, and 
other centres of population, and as to the requirements of 
this City and the surrounding district. 

Clerk of the Peace County Palatine of Lancaster.4ct.—Your 
Committee having learnt that the justices would at the 
Annual Sessions at Preston, in September, appoint a Com- 
mittee to consider the probable effects to be apprehended 
financially, and in other respecis from the operation of this 
Act, addressed Lord Derby, as the Chairman of the Quarter 
Sessions, on the subject. ‘The Committee of Justices having 
been appointed, a joint statement of the views of this 
association, and of the Incorporated Law Society of Liver- 
pool, was prepared and forwarded to Lord Derby for presen- 
tation to the Committee of Justices. 

County Court Changes—Your Committee understanding 
that it was in contemplation to remove Mr. Russell from 
the Manchester County Court to Liverpool, and to make 
certain changes in the Circuits in and about Manchester, 
appointed a deputation to seek an interview with the Lord 
Chancellor, to express the objections entertained to the 
proposed changes. The Corporations of Manchester and 
Salford, the Chamber of Commerce and the Association for 
the protection of trade also appointed deputations with the 
same object, and their interview with his Lordship resulted in 
a modification of some of the most important of the pro- 
posed changes, and in the abandunment of the intentiun to 
remove Mr, Russell. 
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Common Pleas at Lancaster.--(Appointment of District 
Prothonotary at Manchester.) The office of Prothonotary 
of the Manchester District of the Common Pleas at Lancas- 
ter having become vacant by the death of Mr. Lowry, Q.C., 
and your Committee having been informed that Mr. Edward 
Worthington, formerly of Manchester, was a candidate for 
the appointment, considered it expedient to recommend 
that gentlemen as a very fit and competent person to fill 
the office, and forwarded a resolution to that effect to the 
Chancellor of the Duchy and others, and Mr. Worthington 
was soon afterwards appointed. 

Stamping Deeds.—The Secretary of Inland Revenue 
having applied for information as to the probable number of 
executed instruments which are produced by agents in 
London to be stamped on behalf of the profession at 
Manchester, and also the probable value of the stamps 
thereon, your Committee entertain hopes that the enquiry 
may be made with a view’to making the arrangements 
requested by your Committee for allowing deeds and other 
documents to be left for stamping at the stamp office in 
Manchester, instead of being presented at Somerset House. 
Your Committee have issued circulars to the profession in 
this city asking for the information required by the Inland 
Revenue office. 

Prize for Essay on the Law of Tenure.—Mr. Davies, of 
Warrington, a member of the association, having 
offered to give a prize of £7 7a.in books, through your 
Association, for the best essay on the “ History and Law of 
Tenure of Real Property,” to be competed for by articled 
clerks under 22 years age, such clerks being articled to 
members of your association, vour Committee gratefully 
accepted the offer on behalf of the association and have 
appointed a Sub-Committee to carry out the proposal. 

The Preliminary Examinations of candidates previous to 
articles have continued to be held in Manchester, as usual, 
during the past year, under the superintendence of membe rs 
of the association as local examiners. 

Metropolitan and Provineial Law Assocation.—In lien of the 
customary autumnal provincial meeting, this association 
held an aggregate meeting of its members in London on 
the 12th, 13th, and 14th, of June, when a deputation 
was present to represent your association. The meeting 
was very numerovsly attended by both metropolitan and 
provincial solicitors, After the address of the president, 
in which the bills then before Parliament were reviewed, 
several important papers and discussions occupied the 
attention of the meeting. The association was entertained 
by the Incorporated Law Society at a conversazione in the 
Society’s Hall. and the provincial members received every 
hespitality and attention from the metropolitan members of 
the association. ‘The next autumaal meeting will be held 
at Birmingham. 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the meeting of this society on Tuesday last (Mr. A. G. 
Harvie in the chair) the question discussed was legal :— 
“Can there be an acceptance to satisfy the 17th section of 
the Statute of Frands so long as the vendor retains his right 
to stop in transitu.” Mr. G. P. Amos opened the debate 
in the affirmative and it was ultimately so decided by the 
easting vote of the chairman, there being otherwise an 
equal number of vcters on each side of the question. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The general ordinary meeting of this society was held on 
Tuesday last, Mr. J. B. Clarke in the chair, when there 
was an unusually large attendance of members. Amongst 
other matters brought before the society, the secretary 
(Mr. A. Canning) read a letter of invitation received by 
him from the secretaries, of the Law Students’ Societies’ 
Congress, requesting this society to appoint delegates to 
represent it at the furthcoming congress, to be held in 
London in May next, and moved “ That this society be re- 
presented by delegates at such congress,’ which was 
seconded by Mr. Harvard. Mr. Weekes moved as an 
amendment, “ That this society being of opinion that the 
objects of the congress of Law Students’ societies, as 
evinced at it sittings in Birmingham in May, 1872, are not 
consonant with the objects for which this society was 
established, respectfully declines such invitation.” After 
considerable discussion, the question was adjourned for 





further consideration at a special meetiug, to be held on 
Tuesday next. 





BRISTOL ARTICLED CLERKS DEBATING 
SOCIETY. 

A meeting of this society was held at the Law Library, 
Small-street, on Tuesday, the 18th of March, 1873, T. Parr, 
Esq., solicitor, occupying the chair. It being an open 
night, Mr. Burroughs moved that “any tendency to en. 
croach upon the freedom of action of the Upper House of 
Parliament was detrimental to the constitution.’’ The 
motion was opposed by Mr. Mosely, and after an animated 
discussion, was decided against him by au overwhelming 
majority. 








COURT PAPERS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY, :873. 

During the Easter vacation all applications to the High 
Court of Chancery, which are of an urgent nature, are to be: 
made to or at the chambers of the Vice-Chancelior Sir 
Richard Malins. 

The briefs of counsel on all applications ex parte are to be 
sent to the Vice-Chancellor by book post, or parcel, prepaid, 
accompanied by the office copies of the affidavits, in support 
of the application, and also by a minute in duplicate, on 
separate sheets of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he 
may consider the applicant entitled to, and an envelope 
capable of receiving the papers, with sufficient stamps affixed 
thereon, and addressed as foliows: ‘To the Registrar in 
Vacation, Chancerv Registrar’s Office, Chancery lane,” and 
also a stamped envelope (addressed to the solicitor), to con- 
tain one of such minutes. 

On applications for injunctions or writs of Ne exeat Regno, 
in addition to the above, there must also be sent a copy of 
the bill and a certificate of bill filed. 

The papers sent to the Vice-Chancellor will, when an 
order is made thereon, be returned direct to the registrar,. 
with one copy ofthe minute of the order, and the other 
copy of such minute will be returned to the solicitor, 

All applications for leave to give notice of motion only, 
may be made to the chief clerk at chambers. 

The Vice Chancellor's address can be obtained at his 
Hononr’s chambers, No. 3, Stone buildings, Lincoln's-inn, 

The chambers of the Vice-Chancellor Malins will be open 
on Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday, 8th, 9th, and 10th 
days of April, from eleven till one o’clock. 


I, the Right Honorable Koundell, Barcn Selborne, Lord 
High Chancellor of Great Britain, do, under the powers 
vested in me by the County Court Rules, hereby order 
thai the Offices of the County Courts may be closed on the 
Fourteenth and Fifteenth days of April, 1873. 

Given under my hand this Thirtonth day of March, 
1873. SeLporne, C, 

QUEEN’S BENCH. 

Sittings at Nisi Prius in and after Easter Term, 1873. 
In Term. 
Middlesex. 

April 18 | Friday 

95 25 

No London sittings. 
AFTER TERM. 


seeienions'n seem 


Friday 
Do. 


Middlesex, London. 
Saturday ...... May 10 | Wednesday May 14 
The causes in the list for each of the above sitting days 
in Term, if not disposed of on those days, will be tried by 
adjournment on the days following each of such sitting 
days. 
COMMON PLEAS. 
In Tex. 
Middlesex. 
April 18 | Friday 
apmeetorrys. | 
No London sittings, 
AFTER TeRM. 
Middlesex. London. 
May 10 | Wednesday.....,......May 14 


Friday 
Do. 


Saturday 
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EXCHEQUER OF PLEAS. 
In Term. 
Middlesex. 
Friday ....+..0..00---April 18 | Thursday ..........-....May 1 
Thursday....ce-seseeee 99 24 
No London sittings. 
Arret TERM. 
Middlesex. London. 
Saturday ..............-May 10 | Wednesday ...... .....May 14 
The court will sit in Middlesex, in Term, by adjournment 
from day to day until the causes entered for the respective 
Middlesex sittings are disposed of. 
The Courts will respectively sit on Mondays at 10.30, 
and on all other days at 10. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quotation, March 21, 1873. 


3 per Cent. Consols, 92 Annuities, April, ’85 9% 

Ditto for Account, Apr. 3, 93 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1408 188 

3 per Cent Reduced 912 Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct. par 
New 3 per Cent., 91f Ditto, £500, Do —par 

Do. 34 perCent., Janu. "94 Nitto, £190 & £200, —par 

Do. 2} per Cont., Jan. 94 Bank of England Stock, 44 per 
Do. 5 per Cont., Jan. 73 Ct. (last half-year) 

Annuities, Jan, ’80 — Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
IndiaStk.,10}pCt.Apr.'74,205 ) Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 
Dittofor Account. — Ditto,54 per Cent.,May,’79 105 
Ditto 5per Cent. jJuly,’80 1013 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 

Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct, '88 1044 -| Do.Do, 5 per Cent,,Aug.’73 101 
Ditto, ditto ,Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4per Ct., £1000 
%itto Enfaced Ppr.,aper Cent.97| Dittc, ditto,under £1000 


RAILWAY STOCK. 


|Paid.|Closing Prices. 


tailways. 
Stock, Bristol and Exeter ..........cccsecsosesrecsserssseeres 
Stock Caledonian . anaes 
Stock Giasgow and South-Western .......c0...-.sseeees 
Stock, Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ... 

Btovk Great Northern .........cscscecceseeees 

Stock! Do., A Stock*......... oeatie 
Stock! Great Southern aud Western ot Ireland 
Stock Great Western—Original..,. . 

Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire 

Stock, London, Brighton, and Sout 

Stock London, Chatham, and Dover, 

Stock, London and North-Western 

Stick) London and Soarth Western 

Stock Manchester, Sheftield, and Lincoln 

Stock) Metropolitan ....secccscsreereererssecses 

Stork’ Do., District . | 
Stock) Midland........ ehananadmianibahaueast Vis vedeekinbacieaeee 
Stock North British 
Stock) North Eastern......sce.seseessseee 
Stock North London 
Stock) North staffordshire ... 

Stock South Devon .......cce0- 

Stock’ South-Eastern ..cccccececsce-eceee 

















14h 


* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 
Monry MArRKer AND Crry InTeuitann?. 

The Bank return indicates an increase in the reserve, 
which exceeds £15,000,000, but the proportion of reserve 
to liabilities has fallen from 43} per cent. to about 42% per 
cent. There was a decided improvement in railway 
stocks at the close of last week, and, though there was 
some check on Monday, the tendency has since then con- 
tinued favourable. The satisfactory traffic returns have 
materially contributed to this result. In the foreign market 
there has not been much change, but prices have been 
fairly maintained. On Thursday a feature of the stock 
markets is said to have been the active inquiry for Metro- 
politan Consolidated Stock, which rose 3. 

The prospectus of John Bagnall & Sons, Limited, which 
was issued yesterday, states that the company has been 
formed to purchase and continue the business so well 
known as iron masters and coal proprietors of West Brom- 
wich, South Staffordshire. The business was established 
at the commencement of the present century, and has 
enjoyed an uninterrupted course of prosperity, the last 
surviving partner who died last year having directed by 
his will the disposal of the works, which have been carried 
on by his two executors, who had for several years pre- 





viously managed the business, and who have consented to 
act as managing directors, The capital of the company is 
£300,000 in 30,000 shares of £10 each of which 16,000 
are now offered. The shares are quoted at 14 to 24 prem. 

The prospectus of the Great Snowdon Mountain Copper 
Mining Company (Limited) states that the company is 
formed to acquire and work the mineral lease for all metals 
and metallic ores over an area of nearly 2,000 acres, which 
has been grauted by the lord of the manor for the long 
term of forty years, at the royalty of one-sixteenth, and to 
purchase the plant and buildings, and the ores at grass and 
halvens, which have bcen accumulating for many years, 
owing to the want of machinery to treat them. The lease 
includes the well-known copper mine of Mount Snowdon 
in North Wales, which has been known for more thana 
century, has been thoroughly proved, and is easily accessible. 
It has been continuously and profitably worked by tributers 
for the whole period, without machinery, until tribute 
work was forbidden by the owners, as this system of 
working was not calculated to develope the resources of the 
mine in a satisfactory manner. The capital of the company 
is £120,000 in 24,000 shares of £5 each, of which it is 
proposed to call at present only £3 per share. 








A Serious CuarcE.—Mr. Oberly, one of the most 
eloquent speakers in the House of Representatives of this 
State, on Thursday, during a debate in which he advocated 
anew method of educating our coloured citizens so as to 
have them to vote intelligently, said ; ‘* Mr. Speaker, the car 
of progress, drawn forward in its onward course by the most 
intelligent citizens of the great State of Illinois, is retarded 
more than a hundred years by criticising and fault finding 
lawyers.” —Chicago Legal News. 

Lawyer Governors—An American journal says that 
the Chief Justice of the Sandwich Islands, who is for the 
present acting as regent, is a Yankee—Elisha H. Allen by 
name. He was born in Massachusetts, migrated to* Maine, 
and became a prominent lawyer in Bangor. He at one 
time represented his district in congress, but was finally 
defeated by Hannibal Hamlin, and was soon after sent to 
the Sandwich Islands as United States consul. He was 
there appointed Chief Justice, which position he has ac- 
ceptably filled for many years. It is also stated that Lerdo 
de Tejoda, the new president of Mexico, is a lawyer, forty- 
five years of age, possesses great energy and courage, and 
is also notably eloquent as an orator. 

‘©Wuenx Doctors Disacrer.”—The Massachusetts doc- 
tors of the leading schools, allopathy and homceopathy, have 
taken their little ‘‘ disagreement” into the courts for settle- 
ment in this wise: The medical society of the State, some 
time ago, undertook to expel members who practised 
homceopathy, and organized a board of trial to earry out 
their purposes. The homeeopathists procured an 
injunction restraining this board from acting, but the 
Supreme Court declares that the board has power to decide 
what is medical heresy and to expel homceopathists at their 
discretion. The unsuccessful sckool will have to establish 
their own medical society in Massachusetts, of which they 
may close the doors against all whom they may deem 
Medical heretics, including allopathists. ‘That will be 
their lex talionis.— Albany Law Journal. 

Supreme Court Examination tn Inpiana.—Years ago 
a young law student emigrated from New England to the 
State of Indiana and applied for admission to the Bar, the 
examinations then being required before the Supreme 
Court in public session, as at the present time in Illinois. 
Judge Stevens was then presiding, and acted as examiner. 
“ Let the applicant for admission come forward,” proclaimed 
the Judge, ina commanding and lofty tone. The crowded 
court room was silent and sympathetic, as the modest snd 
embarrassed young stranger presented himself before the 
Judge with eyes as downcast and nerves as tremulous as if 
he had been arraigned for crime. “ Young man,” demanded 
the Judge, with sternness and oppressive pomp, “ What is 
the first great duty of a lawyer 2?” ‘* To secure his fees, Sir,” 
squeaked out the bashful student, in a voice of girlish 
clearness. This answer to a question strangely general and 
indefinite, so apt and unexpected, produced an irrepzessible 
burst of laughter at the Judge’s expense, who, blushing and 
indignant, cried out to the clerk, ‘ prepare a license for the 
applicant—I find him well qualified to practise law in the 
State of Indiana.’”’ The student became a wealthy and 
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distinguished lawyer and citizen—the late Hon. James 
Farrington, of the city of Terre Haute, a gentleman 
universally respected and beloved.— Chicago Legal News. 








BIRTHS AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

BovcuEr—On March 17, at Wiveliscombe, the wife of Benjn. 
Boucher, solicitor, of a daughter. 

Lrwis—On March 12, at East Lodge, Frant, Sussex, the wife of 
T. Hanson Lewis, Esq., of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, 
of a son. 

SmrrH—On March 16, at 38, Orsett-terrace, Hyde-park, the 
wife of Richard Horton Smith, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, barris- 
ter-at-law, of a son. 

DEATHS. 

BayLteEy—On Feb. 2, at Calcutta, the Hon. Henry Vincent 
Bayley, Judge of the High Court of Judicature, aged 57, and 
on March 14, at 35, Sussex-place, South Kensington, Louisa 
Colebrooke, his widow, aged 51. 

Hanp—On March 11, at Malvern, suddenly, Rebert William 
Hand, Esq., of Rowley Hall, Stafford, Clerk of the Pcace for 
the county, aged 6]. 

Hunt—On March 16, at Stratford-upon-Avon, William Oakes 
Hunt, Esq., for 53 years Clerk of the Peace for the county of 
Warwick, and 49 years Town Clerk of Stratford, aged 78 years. 

Leman—On March 17, at his residence, 69, Porchester-terrace, 
Hyde-park, William Leman, Esq., late of 1, Verulam-build- 
ings, Gray’s-inn, solicitor, formerly of Wotton-under-Edge, 
and a J.P. for the county of Gloucester. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fuipay, March 14, 1873. 
LIMITED 1N CHANCERY, 

Evans’s, Covent Garden, (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls has Axed 
Monday, March 24, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 
liquidator. 

Tuespay, March 18, 1873. 
LimiTep ts CHANCERY. 

Imperial Rubber Company (Limited).—By a1 order made by Vice 
Chancellor Bacon, dated March 8, it was ordered that the above 
company be wound up. Harper and Co, Kood Jane, solicitors for the 
petitioner. 

New Gwynfynydd Gold Mining Company (Limited).—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before April 15, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particu!ars of their debts or claims, to John Davis, Aberystwith. 
Saturday, April 26 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 
upon the debts and claims. 


County PALATINE OF LANCASTER, 
Faipay, March 14, 1873, 

Broadway Colliery Company (Limited).— Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented March 11, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor Little, 
at bis chambers, Stone buildings, Lincoln’s inn, on Tuesday, March 
25. Ponton, Liverpool, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Fripay, March 14, 1873. 

Pride of the Villace Lodge, No. 254, Grand United Order of Odd 
Fellows, Palatine Hotel, Ivy street, Birkenhead. March 10 

= a Benevolent Society, Athenzeum, Corn s'reet, Bristo!. 

arch 10. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Tvespay, March 11, 1873, 
Makeham, George, Paul stre+t, Finsbury, Bonnet Shape Maker, 


March 28. Bourne v Makeham, V.C, Malins. Munns, Old Jewry 

Patrick, William, Cassington Mil], Oxford, Miller. April!0. Gillett » 
Patrick, V.C. Wickens. Peck, Southampton buildings, Chancery lane 

Walshaw, John, Nurthowram, York, Dyer. April 15. Walshaw v 
Walshaw. V.C. Wickens. Robson and Suter, Halifax 

Watson, William, Vorley villas, Jnnction road, Upper Holloway. April 
a Watson v Wilson, V.C. Malins. Kimber and Ellis, Lombard 
street 

Fripay, March 14, 1873. 

Bell, George, York, Currier. April 14. Bell » Dent, V.C. Malins, 
Cobb, York 

Browne, John, Bridgewater, Somerset, Esq. April 16. 
Browne, M.k. Barham, Bridgewater 

Hurst, Daniel William Stow, Great’ Marlborongh street, Publisher. 
Aprill5. Young »o Cumming, 3.R. Lopez, Bucklersbury 

Gahagan, Henry, Wimpole street, Cavendish square. Barrister-at-Law. 
se a Jonesv Vallance, M.R. Humphreys, King’s Bench walk, 

‘emple 

Jackson, Thoms, South Andley street, Grosvenor square, Cheese- 
monger. April 10, Hollis o Parker, M.R. Slack, Mount street, 
Grosvenor square 

James, Talbot Carr, Croydon, Surrey, Gent. April 26, 
V.C. Wickens. Shoubridge, Lincoin’s inn fields 

Jones John, Plumwern, Merioneth, Farmer, April 3. 
Jones, V.C. Malins. Williams, Newtown 

Kent, Rev Anthony, Twickenvam, Middlesex. April 8. Kent v Russell, 
V.C. Malins. Purrier, Circus piace, Finsbury circus 

Pike, William, Wells street, Camberwell, Contractor. 
field o Lewis, V.C. Wickens. 


Speller v 


Grant v Dick, 
Edwards v 


April 21. Mans- 
Wood, Fea'herstone buildings, Holborn 








Smyth, John Alexander Thompson, Cumberland terrace, Regent's park, 
Esq. May 1. Smyth» Smyth, V.C. Malins. Greenbank, Serjeant’s 
inn, Fleet street 

Venables, Robert, Blackheath hill, Doctor. April 10. Dawaon » 
Venables, V.C, Wickens. Dawes and Sons, Angel court, Throg-. 
morton street 

Watkins, John, Chepstow, M th. April 15. Watkins » Evans, 
V.C. Wickens. Gamlen, Gray’s inn square 

Yeomans, Mary Ann, Kingston-upon-Hali, Widow, April 15. 
son » Gilbert, V.C, Wickens, Thompson, Gray’s inn square 

Tvuxspay, March 18, 1873. 

Adderley, Rev George William Bowver, Fillonzley Hall, Warwick 
April 18. Newdegute v Adderley, M.R. Paine, Greshan house, Uid 
Broad street 

Beckhouse, Daniel, Mincing lane, Drysalter. April 21. Pickering » 
Backhouse, V.C. Wickens. Watson, Fenchurch street 

Bell, Georg2, Slaggyford, Northumberland, April 1. 
Green, V.C. Mahns. Johnston, Newcastle-upon-fyne 

Bolton, Robert, Alnwick, Northumberland, Gent. April 8. Davidsog 
v Mathewson, V.C. Wickens. Spours and Carr, Alnwick 

Browne, Salwey, Oakleaz*, Almondbury, Gloucescer, Esy. April 12, 
Browne v Webb, V.C. Wickens. ‘Tatham and Co, Lincoln's inn fields 

Brueton, Sophia, Bilston, Stafford, Wiiow, May 1. Waterhouse p 
Ftetcher, V.C. Malins. Waterhouse, Wolverhampton 

Buck, Rev John Parmeter, Toftrees, Norfolk, April l4. Bale r Dawy, 
V.C. Malins. Watson, Faxennam 

Cripps, Charles, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Builder. April 16. Dolves» 
Cripps, M.R. Stone, Tunbridge Wells 

Newton, Edward, High Legh, Cheshire, Farmer. 
v Newton, V.C. Malins, Bridgman, Chester 

Pulleyn, Elizabeth, Haxby, York, Widow, 
Pulleyn, V.C. Bacon, Leeman and Co, York 

Richardson, William, Armyn, York, Inakeeper. 

v Camp, M.R. Pearson, Doncaster 

Stott, James, Bedminster, Bristol. 
Hunt, Bristol 

Swansea Lines Undertaking. April 26. London Financial Association 
Limited v Liane!ly Railway and Dock Company, V.vC. Wickens. 
Noyes, Broad Sanctuary, Westminster 

Wilkinson, Henry Holmes, Harden, York, Gent. April 24, Wilkinson 
» Wilkinson, V.C. Malins, Mayo, Devoushire square, Bishopsyate 

Wilkioson, Matthew Henry, Harden, York, Gent, April 24. Wilkin- 
sonv Wilkinson, V.C. Malins, Mayo, Devonshire squire, Bishopszate 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim, 
Turspay, March 11, 1873, 

Alington, Rev Charles, Latchworth Halil, Hortford. April 10. Haw- 
kins and Co, Hitchin 

Barlow, John, Laxton, Nottinghan, Yeoman. 
Sons, East Retford 

Bates, Robert, Whittington, Stafford Farmer, April 15. 
Russell, Lichfield 

Bedwell, Elizabeth, Cheltenham, Gloucester, 
Devonshire terrace, High street, Marylebone 

Bee, Richard, Shipton Oliffe, Gloucester, Farmer, April 12. Jessop, 
Cheltenham 

Corfield, William, Lichfield, Watchmaker, 
Russell, Lichfield 

Craps, Mary, Wavertree, Lancashire, Widow. April 18. Toynbee and 
Larken, Lincoln 

Daniell, Anthony Steuart, Hastings, Sussex, Esq. April 10. Prideaux 
and Son, Goldsmiths’ Hall 

Donaldson, Mary, Botcherby, Carlis'e, Cumberland, Widow. May 1, 
Norman, Carlisle 

Gibson, George, Long Crendon, Buckingham, Saddler, 
Parker, Thame . 

Gibson, William, Farningham, Kent, Blacksmith. 
Sergeant's inn, Fleet street 

Hart, Henrietta Ann Maria, Newfield, Blackheath, April 10. Fryer, 
Gray’s nn place 

Hibberd, Emanuel, Sheffield, York, Coal Merchant. April 5. Clegg 
and Son, Sheffield 

Johnson, William Hemery, Manchester, Architect. March 31. Kearsley, 
Manchester 

Jones, Alexander, Boulton, Lancashire, Cashier. 
and Finney, Bolton 

Jones, David, Bolton, Lancashire, Gent, May 12. Richardson and 
Dowling, Bolton 

Ketton, John, Felbridge Park, Norfolk, Esq. Mav. Coaks, Norwich 

Knowles, Thomas, Clifton, Lancashire, Coal Merchant. April 16. 
Rushton and Armit-tead, Boltun-le- Moors 

Leonard, Ann, Liverpool, Widow. April 30. Harvey and A'sop, 
Liverpool 

Lowe, John, Cartmel, Lancashire, Plumber. May 1, 
Ulverston 

Lynch, Daniel, Higher Broughton, Maachester, Surgeon, 
Kearsley, Manchester 

Lytton, Kight Hon. Edward George Earle Lytton Bulwer Baron, Kneb- 
worth, Hertford. April 16. Gedge and Co, Old Palace yard, 
Westminster 

Pearson, Arthur William, Assistant Paymaster H.M.’s ship Cameleon. 
April9. Lowless and Uo, Martin's lane, Cannon street 

Popple, Anne, Welton, York, Spinster. Muy 1, Scott and Cooper, 
Kingston-upon-Hull 

Radcliffe, Sir Joseph, Rudding Park, York, Baronet. 
and Hird, Huddersfield 

Shaw, William, Heaton, Lancashire, Cotton Spinner. 
and Son, Bolton 

Venn, Rev Henry, East Sheen, Surrey. April 16. Gedge and Co, Old 
Palace yard, Westminster 

May 1. 


Weare, Kev ‘T’homas William, Speen, Perks. 
— Mary, Watford, Herts, Spinster. Jude 3. Sedgwick, Wat- 
for 





Sander- 


Johnston 


March 29. Newton 
April 10. Pulleyn ¢ 
April 15. Richardson 


April 14. Hasell v Platt, M.R. 


April 3. Marshall and 
Barnes and 
June 24. Indermaur, 


April 15. Barnes and 


April 30. 


April 26. Price, 


May 1. Greenhalgh 


Remington, 


March 31. 


July 1. Jones 
May 3, Taylor 


Wilkinson and 
Diew, Bermondsey street, Southwark 


Wyndham, Ida, Seatcn, Devon, Spinster. May 1. Domyilte and Co. 
New square, Lincojn’s inn 
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Fatway, March 14, 1873. 


Bentley, John Wilson, Calcutta, East Indies. May 1. Hopgood, 
Whitehall place ¢ 

Bulmer, Stephen, Little Smeaton, York, Farmer. May 20. Arundel, 
Pontefract 

Cares. Robert Martin, Bury Saint Edmunds, Suffolk, Gent. April 6. 
Sparke, Bury Saint Edmunds 

Chaliands, Beunett, Princes sreet, Westminster, Licensed Victual'er. 
April 22, Martineau and Reid, Raymond buildings, Gray’s inn 

Copeman, El'zabeth, Sutton Saint Mary, Lincoln, Widow. March 31 
Copeman, Holbeach 

Denris, Rebecca Ann, Nutford place, Saint Marylebone, Spinster. 
April 21. Sweeting. Furnival’s inn 

Dickon, Elizabeth, Beal, York, Spinster. May 20. Arunde\, Pontefract, 

Dickon, Richa-d, Beal, York, Gent. May 20, Arundel, Pontefract 

Diekon, Thomas, Beal, York, Gent. May 20. Arundel, Pontefract 

Frift, William Banfield Gallway, Harrow, Middlesex. Wheelwright. 
Apri 10. Dalton and Jessstt, Clement’s lane, Lombard street 

Gibbons, William Henry Kinnaird, West square, Lambeth, Esq. April 
19. Young and Co, Mildred’s court, Poultry 

Gooda!!, John, Lower Broughton, Lancashire, Gent. 
and Son, Manchester 

Gowland, John, Pontefract, York, Gent. May 20. 

Greetham, Sophia, Soathsea, Southampton, Widow. 
ard Marshal!, Portsea 

Hipkin, George, Aldswo-th, Sussex, Yeoman, Apri! 30. 
Chichester 

Hyett, David, Stoke Newington High street, Bank Cashier. May 1. 
Brook, New inn, Strand 

Ketton. John, Felbridgge Park, Norfolk, Esq. May 1. Coaks, Norwich 

Latham, John, Lancashire, Draper. June 15, Hartley, Buroley 

hest I May 20. Hinde and Co, 


Lees, William, M ‘ ger. 
Uallett, Saint Martin’s 


March 25. 


Arandel, Pontefract 
April1l7. Pearce 


Hall 


Sowton 





Manchester 
Medder, Henry Courtis, Plymouth. Apr 1 1l. 
place, Trafalgar square 
Moulton, John, Liverpool, Lard Refiner. April 15. Evans and 
Lockett. Liverpool 
Murray. Thomas. Whitehill, Northumberland, April 1, 
Ramshay and Williams, Brampton 
Wise and 
Hallett, Saint 


Farmer, 


Nidd, John, Kerton Sheldyke, Lincoln, Farmer. April 6. 
Harwood, Boston 

Packer, Herbert George Thomas, Labuan, April 30. 
Martin’s place, Trafalgar square 

Pattinson, Sarah, Sheffield, Widow. 
Sheffieid 

Paxton, Richardy Bow Common, Manufacturing Chemist. April 5. 
Marsh, Bi'liter street 

Pentreath, Richard, Eltham, Kent, Gent. 
street, Sirand 

Piff, Hannab, EJmstone Hardwicke, Gloucester, Widow. April 14. 
Jessop, Che'tenham 

Pinnix, Joseph Attwick, West Dean, Sussex, Yeoman. 
Sowton.Chichester 

Slatter, Henry israndis, Salford Priors, Warwick, Gert. May 20. 
Hobbes and Co, Stratford-upon- Avon 

Smith, Jane, Brockiey, Worcester, Spinster. April 15, McMillin, 
Bloomsbury square 

Spedding, Carlixle, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Lieutenant Colonel. April 
14, Jessop, Cheltenham 

Thomas, Jane, Upper Baker street, Widow. April25. Barlow and Co, 
Essex street, Strand 

Walker, Rey Edward, Cheltenham, Gloucester. April 26. Bonner, 


April 22, Vickers and Son, 
April 20. Kipping, Essex 


April 30. 


loucester 
White, William, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Retired Surgeon. April 2. 
Reed, Portsea 
Wyat + Frederick Joseph, Saint Johns, Newfoundland, Merchant. April 
a Kipping, Es-ex street, Strand 
Young, Emma, Lee, Kent, Widow. May 15. Chester, Kensington 


TuesDax, March 18, 1873. 
=, Hannah, Hove, Sussex, Spinster. June 24. Hilland Co, 
n 
Buckland, Charl-s Edward, Shaftesbury, Dorset, Gent. May 20. 
Swyer, Shaitesbury 
Burrow, Robert, vorking, Surrey, Esq. 
Guilford st 
Burt, James, Harrow-on-the-Hill, Middlesex, Esq. June 2. Cunliffe 
and Leat, Manchester 
a. saber, Margate, Kent, Gent. May 7, Brooke and Haghes, 
Do Porto, Antonio Ignacio, Lisbon, Portugal, Merchant. Juneil. Flux 
ont Co, kast India avenue 
arthing, George, Manchester, out of business. 
Manchester 
Fenn, Adelaide Henzibah, Westbury-on-Lrym, Gloucester, Spinster. 
pias I. Wallis, Bristol 
Tncit, Benjamin, Twyford, Norfolk, Gent, May 1, Winter and 
rancis. Norwich 
pad ed toot Chemist. May 1!. Bulmer and Son, Leeds 
» John § i = 
coma at » Bridlington Quay, York, Esq. April 21. Evans, 
arrison, William Henry, Highfield, near Stalybridge, Lancashire, Esq. 
non 15. Gartside, Ashton-under-Lyne aia wr 
galey, David; Lamplands, Batley, York, Woollen Manufacturer. 
ae *. Scholefield, Batley 
papings, John, Broughton, Oxford, Farmer. April 16. Fortescue, 
Ingram, if 
Spaldin, 


April 17. Holt and Son, 


April 14. Dewhurst, 


_— Spalding,Lincoln, Gent. April 3, Bonner and Calthrop, 
k, George, Reading, Perks, Gent. April 30, Rising, Reading 
= Robert, Hyde Park st, Paddington, Esq. May 1. Gregson, 
p rag court, Throgmorton st 
pe e Henry, Throgmorten st, Stock Broker, Mayl, Harris, Moor- 
Peake, Sarah Butler, Is: 
Robinson, orien lip, Oxford, Spinster. May 1. Davenportand 


Peet, Thomas, Sudeley st, Islington, Esq. April 21. Evans, Coieman st 





Relph, Isaiah Hill, Appledore, Kent, Farmer. April 20. Savage, 


Aldersgate st 
Rowe, Mary Ann, Bristol, Widow. May 1. Wallis, Bristol 
Sargeant, George, West Bromwich, Stafford, Sawyer. April 25. Cad- 
dick, West Bromwich 
Scott, James Winter, Rotherfield Park, Southampton, Esq. May 1. 
Clement and Son, Alton 
Shaftesbury, tt Hon Emily, Countess of. Grosvenor square. Mayl. 
Nicholl and Nzwman, Howard st, Strand 
Slater, William, Regent st, Architect. May 18. Cowdell and Co, 
Budge row, Cannon st 
Smith, Frances, Dorking, Surrey, Spinster. April 14. Stanley 
Austin-friars 
Smith, Rev Roger, Plympton, Sairt Maurice, Devon. May 1. Stevens 
and Co, Plymouth 
Taylor, Francis John, Liverpool, Master Mariner. April 18. Edger, 
Hartlepool 
Thorn, Wilham, Sarratt, Hertford, Farmer. May 14. Pugh, Watford 
Vorley, William,Camden rd, Esq. May 1. ‘Lalbot and T'asker, Bed- 
ford row 
Walker, John, Weston Hills, Lincoln, Yeoman. Aprilll. Bonner and 
Calthrop, Spalding 
Bankrupts. 
Fawway, March 14, 1873. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Crosse, Thomas Henry Burton, Holland road, Kensington, Surgeon. 
Pet March 10. Brougham. March 28 at it 
Holland, Edward George, King’s road, Chelsea, Tobacconist. Pet March 
12. Spriwng-Rice. March 27 at Ll 
Mabey, Antony, Foulden road, Stoke Newington, Clerk. Pet March 
ll. Brougham. March 28 at 11.30 
Sleigh, William Arthur Warner, Middle Temple lane, Barrister-at-Law, 
Pet March 12. Spring-Rice. April 3 at 11 
Von Bolton, Carl, Cross laue, Cigar Merchant. 
Rice. April 3at 11.30 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Arnatt, William, Fencott, Oxford, Farmer. Pet March 10. Bishop. 
Oxford, March 26 at 12 
Bastick, John, Southsea, Hants, out of employ, Pet March 10° 
Howard. Portsmouth, March 29 at 12° 
Hinde, Alfred William, Kiradale, Laucashire, out of businesss. Pet 
March 11. Hime. Liverpol, March 27 at 2 
Kingford, William, Holsworthy, Devon, Saddjer. Pet March 1!, Ben- 
craft. Barnstaple, April 15 at 12 
Steele, Arthur Charles, Bristol, Military Tutor. Pet March 10. Harley. 
Bristol, March 26 at 2 
Treliving, Henry, Octavius street, Deptford, Victualler. Pet March 
li, Pitt-Taylor. Greenwich, March 28 at 2 
Tuespay, March 18, 1873. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Te Lizardi, Joseph Javier, Cannon street, Merchant. Pet March 15, 
Murray. Marca 31 at iL 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Chadwick, Ellen, Heywood, Lancashire, Widow. 
Holden. Bolton, April 4 ac Il 
Cooper, Arthur, Leicester. Pet March 14. 
3 at 11.30 
Gregory, Edwin, Manchester, Merchant. Pet March 13. 
chester, April 2 at 9 
Sutcliffe, William, ané Henry Shervood Brooke, Bradivzd, York, Soap 
Boilers. Pet March 14, Robinson. Bradtord, Apri. at 9 
Thomson, Peter, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Draper. Pet Marcn 15, B'ake. 
Newport, March 31 at 12 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Faipay, March. 14, 1873. 
Jobbins, William Frederick, Luve walk, Deumark hill, Export Oilman. 
March 11 


Pet March 12. Spring- 


Pet March 14. 
Ingram. Leicester, April 


Kay. Man- 


Tusspay, March 18, 1873. 
Dewsbury, Thomas Henry, Osvorne terrace, Lucy road, Bermondsey, 
March 14 
Rabbett, Lady Louisa, Penzance, Cornwall, March 15 
Rogers, Joha Wiliam, Carnarvon, Draper. Maren 14 
Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Tuespay, March 11, 1873. 
Allaway, Laura, Che'tenham, Gloucester, March 25 at 11, at offices of 
«. Hemming, Exeter House, Grosvenor street, Cheltenham 
Arnold, William, Copennagen Wharf, Limehouse, Hemp and Flax Mer- 
chant, March 20 at 11, at offices of Barton and Drew, Fore street, 
Finsbury 
Atkins, Arthur Frederic, Leicester, Boot Manufac’urer. March 25 at 
12,30, at the Bell Hotel, Mumberstone gate, Leicester, Ouston, 
Leicester : 
Bavin, William, Dunston, Lincoin, Builder. April 2 at 11, at offices of 
Toynbee aud Larken, Bank street, Lincoln 
Beadell, Aibany Frederick, Walford, Herts, Upholgterer. March 21 at 
12, at the Essex Arms Hotel, Watturd. Roberts, Clemeat’s ion, 
Strand 
Beckett, Edward, Lincoln, Bootmaker. 


Jay, Bank street, Lincoln 
B i, Isaac, Manchester, Merchant, March Si at 3. at the Clarence 


Hotel, Spring gurdens, Manchester. Whieworth, Manchesver. 
Bowley, John James, and Tom Harrison, Birmingham, Upho'sterers, 
March 21 at 3, at the Acora Hotel, Temple street, Birmingham. 
Maher, Birmingham 
Braitling, Mary Aan Elizabeth, Coventry street, Refreshment House 
keeper. March 24 at 1, at 39, Jermyn street. Dolman and Colegrav 


March 22 at 11, at offices of 
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Brayshaw, Mitchell, Idle, York, Cloth Manufacturer. March 26 at 12, 
at 9, Market street, Bradford. Terry and Robinson 

Brevitt, Jas, Porto Bello, Staffori, Lock Manufacturer. March 27 at 
12, at offices of Whitehouse, Queen street, Wolverhampton 

Brown, Wiliiam, Saint James’s terrace, Roman road. Barnsbury, Cow- 
keeper. March 25 at LI, at offices of Barton and Drew, Fore street 

Burgess, William, Burland, Cheshire, Publican. March 27 at 2, at offices 
of Lisle, Nantwich 

Butler, William, New street, Saint Marylebone, Butcher. March 25 at 
8, at offices of Crosby, Fish +treet, Banbury 

Butt, George, Sto.e Goldington, Buckingham, Innk2epor. 
at 3, at offices of Becke, Market square, Northampton 

Canrie, Fanny Louisa, Harvist road, Hornsey road, Schoolmistrass, 
March 31 at 11, at offizes of doulton and Sons, Northampton square 

Carlon, Ann, Bolton-le-Moors, Lancashire, Leather Dealer. Murch 26 
a’ 3, at offices of Addleshaw and Warburton, King street, Manchester 

Cavill, Thomas Kirby, Sheffield, Engineer. March 20 at 12, at 
offices of Tattershall, Queen street, Sheffield 

Church, William, sen, Bridgend, Glamorgan. Licensed Victualler. 
March 27 at 3, at officea of Middleton and Walker, Caroline street, 
Bridgend 

Clapham, William, Market Rasen, Farmer. March 19 at 3, at offices of 
Coambers, Seale lane, Hull 

Cooke, Walter, Dodsleigh, Stafford, Farmer. 
Welch, Caroline street, Longton 

Corben, William, Southsea, Southampton, Pork Butcher. 
11, at offices of Walker, Union street, Portsea 

Crook, William, Swarisea, Glamorgan, Tobacconist. 
offices of Morris, Ratiand street, Swansea 

Davies, Francis White, Presteign, Radnor, Fruiterer. 
at offices of Tomlinson, Broad street, Presteiga 

Denny, Henry William, Rotherithe street, Chemist. March 20 at 3, at 
offices of Simmors, New bridge street, Blackfriars, Bilton, New bridge 


March 21 


March 24 at 2, at offices of 
March 20 at 

March 22 at 2, at 
March 22 at 3, 


street 

Dickins, William, Braunston Wharf, Northampton, Victualler. March 
22 at 2, at offices of Roche, Saint Giles street, Nurtham pton 

Duley, Elizabeth, Northampton, out of business. March 2) at 11, at 
offices of Becke, Market square, Northampton 

Duankley, John William Langs‘on, Bunhill row, Rag Merchant. March 
25 at 2, at offices of Green and Co, Saint Peter’s alley, Cornhill 

Dykins, Edward, Liverpool, Grocer. March 27 at 2, at offices of Hughes, 
Lord street, Liverpool 

Edmonds, Frederick Bruce, Birmingham, Draper. March 24 at 12, at 
offices ot Buller and Pearss, Moor street, Birmingham 

Ernst, Julius Adolph, Milk street, Cheapside, Silk Merchant. April 4 
at 12, at offices of Clennell, Great James street, Bedford row 

Frank, Joseph, and Robert Holmes, jun, Leeds, Tobacco Merchants. 
March 22 at 12, at offices of North and Sons, East parade, Leeds 

Gardner, Henry William, Fore street, Upper Edmonton, Ironmonger, 
March 19 at 2, at offices of Wells, Paternoster row 

Garton, William Francis, Quarrington, Lincola, Journeyman Cabinet- 
maker. March 22 at 12, at offices of York, Church yard, Boston 

Gosling, Lovelton, Highbury crescent West, no occupation, March 20 
at 2, at offices of Berridge, Duke street, Manchester square. Hurris, 
Edgware road 

Gretton, Joseph, Hart's green, Sa'op, Farmer. March 24 at 11, at offices 
of Shakespeare, Church street, Oldbury 


Minter, Bartholomew, Plaistow, Essex, Retired Custom EH ose 0 fiegr 
March 28 at 1, at offices of Dixon and Co, Bedford row, Holborn =” 

Morris, William, Preston, Lancashire, Machine Smith. March 24.a¢ 1} 
at offices of Plant and Abbott, Cannon street, Preston , 

Morris, William, Leicester, Journeyman Carpenter. March 25 at 12, at 
offices of Fowler and Smith, Hotel street, Leicester 

Mudge, Henry Herbert, Rochester, Kent, out of business, March 25 gt 
11, at offices of Hayward, High street, Rochester 

Nettleton, Walter, Leeds, Haberdasher. March 20 at 12, at offices of 
Pullan, Bank chambers, Park row, Leeds 

Nicholson, Henry Albert, Leeds, Irou Bedstead Manufacturer. March 
22 at 12, at offices of Pullan, Bank chambers, Park row, Leeds 

Noad, Charles Augustus, Carey street, Lincoln’s inn, Stationer, March 
20 at 2, at offices of Wright and Son, Paper buildings, Temple 

Parker, George, Richmond road, Dalston, Factor. April 3 at 12, at 
offizes of Slater and Pannell, Guildhall chamders, Basinghall strees, 
Brown, Basinghall street 

Peace, Joseph, Sheffisid, Saw Manufacturer. March 2! at 3.3), at. 
offices of Burdekin and Co, Norfolk street, Sheffield 

Perry, William, Acton street, Gray’s inn road, Timber Merchant. March 
24 at 12, at offices of Pullen, Harp lane 

Picke.iog, Henry, Stone, Stafford, Shoe Manufacturer. March 31 at3, 
at the North Western Hotel, Statford. Robinson and Dempster, 
Eccleshall 

Powell Thomas, West Bromwich, Stafford, Beerseller. Macch 21 atil, 
at offices of Topham, High street, West Bromwich 

Powis, John, Birmingham, Tailor. March 19 at 3, at offices of Kennedy, 
Ann street, Birmingham 

Price, William, Oltyro, Radnor, Innkeaper. 
Page, Cnancery lane, Hay 

Prowse, Harry, Birmingham, Woollen Felt Minaficturer. March 25. 
at 11, at offices of Rawiings, Waterloo street, Birmingham 

Richaruson, George, jun, Sheffield, Scale Presser, March 21 at 12, at 
offices of Edey, Change alley, Shetfield 

Rickards, Benjamin, Aidershot, Hunts, Licensed Victualler. 
at 2, at offices of Shiers, New inn, Strand 

Sadler, William, Gloucester, Tailor, March 17 at 11, at offices of 
Jaynes, Clarence strect, Gloucester 

Schofield, James, Oldham, L hire, Hop Merchant. March 25 at3 
at the Mitre Hotel, Cuthedrat steps, Manchester. Buckley, Oldham - 

Sharp, Thomas, London place, London fields, Hackney, Glass Bottle 
a March 29 at 11, at offices of Keighley, Ironmonger 
ane 

Shaw, Henry, Brighton, Sussex, Lodging house Keeper. 
3, at otfices of Goodman, Prince Albert street, Brignton 

Smith, Henry, High street, Homerton, Grecer. March 29 at 2, at 145, 
Cheapside. Arnold, Finsbury pavement 

Smith, Thomas, Aylesbury, Bucks, [ronamonger. March 27 at 12, at 13, 

pton street, Bl bury 

Smithies, James, and John Smithies, Middleton, Lancashire, Silk 
Manufacturers. March 20 at 3, at the Mitre Hotel, Manchester, 
Clarke, Oldham 

Southcott, James, Saint Helens, Isle of Wight, Grocer. March 24 at4, 
at offices of Urry, George street, Ryda 

Spinks, Richard, Vauxhall Bridg» road, House Painter. March 19 at 
11, at offices of Willis, Saint Martin’s court, Leicester square 

Stephenson, William, Huddersfield, York, Jeweller, March 28 at 2, 
- the Queen’s Hotel, Birmingham, Addleshaw and Warburton, 


March 24 at 11, at ofices of 


March 19 





March 25 at 








Grimerd, Edwin, Caroline place, Goswe'l road, Portmanteau M 
turer, April 2 at 3, at offices of Holloway, Ball's pond road, Is- 
lington, Vanderpump, South sqnare, Gray’s inn 

Guedella, Joseph, Edward Jacobs, and Benjamin Woolley Hart, Great 
Tower street, Merchants. April 2 at 12, at the City ferminus Hotel, 
Cannon street. Linklater and Uo, Walbrook 

Hall, Thomas Tudor, Fish street hill, Hardwareman. March 21 at 3, 
at offices of Harrisons, Walbr ok 

Hart, Michael, Kennington oval, out of business. March 2lat 2, at 
offices of Parkes, Beaufort buildings, Strand 

Heap, George, Burnley, Lancashire, Grocer. March 26 at 2, at office of 
Nicholson and Milse, Norfolk street, Manchester. Backhouse and 
Whittam, Burnley , 

Heaton, Edwin Garland, Liverpool, Chemist. 
of Ponton, Vernon street, Liverpool 

Hewitt, Joseph, Birmingham, Metallic Bedstead Manufacturer. March 

- 2) at 11, at offices ef Duke, Christ Church passage, Birmingham 

Hildreth, Tnomas, Normanton, York, Builder. March 25 at 11, at the 
Foresters’ Room, Crown court, Wakefield. Wainwright and Co, 
Wakefield 

Holbrook, William, Derby, Butcher. March 26 at 11, at offices of 
Moody, Bank chambers, Cornmarket, Derby 

Horsf.ll, William, Liverpool, General Broker. March 26 at 2, at offices 
of Theobalds and Co, Central chambers, South Castle street, Liverpool. 
Norris and Sons, Liverpool 

Isherwood, William, Manchester, Hosier. 
Chew and Son, Swan street, Manchester 

Jacobs, John, George yard, Whitechape!, Farm Manager. 
1, at offices of Sydney, Leadenhall street 

Jane, Henry, Faimouth, Cornwall, Blacksmith. March 27 at 12, at 
offices of Bullmore, Church street, Falmouth 

Key, Joseph, Stoxe upon-Trent, Stafford, Clogger. March 20 at 11, at 
offices of Welch, Caroline street, Longton 

Lacy, Robert, Middlesborough, York, Grocer. 
ot Belk, Corporation Hall, North 
Parrington 

Leveson, Henry Astbury, King street, Covent garden, Retired Military 
Officer, March 19 at 3, at offices of Chidley, Old Jewry 

Lord, William, Manchester, Milliner. March 28 at 3, at office of Slater 
and Poole, Norfolk street, Manchester 

Lowthian, John, Carlisle, Plumber. March 25 at.11, at office of Wannop, 
Carruther’s court, Scotch street, Carlisle 

Mardon, Hugh Alexander, Lee, Kent, Clerk to an Attorney. March !7 
at 4,at the Guildhall Coftee House, Gresham street. Philp and 
Beherend, Pancras lane, Queen street 

Marshall, William, Great Saint Helen’s, Underwriter. March 20 at 12, 
at the Guildhall Coffee house, King street, Cheapside. Stewart, Cole- 
man street 

McDowall, George, Sheffield, Drapar. March 24 at 2, at office of Binney 
and Sons, Queen street chambers, Sheffield 


March 27 at 3, at offices 


March 27 at 2, at offices of 
March 21 at 


March 20 at 3, at offices 
street, Middlesborough, 





March 20 at 2, at the 
March 26 at 11, at 


Storry, William, Luton, Bedford, Innkeeper. 
George Hotel, Bedford. Shires, Luton 

Tibbs, William, Gunnislake, Cornwall, Currior. 
offices of Edmunds and Son, Parade, Plymouth 

Upton, George Richard, Hastings, Sussex, Licensed Victualler. March 

26 at 4.30, at offices of Howell, Cheapside 

Waechter, Edwin, Zthelburga House, Marchant. March 24 at 2, at the 
Guildhall Coffse House, Gresham street. Barnard ani Harris, 
Gresham buildings, Basinghall street 

Ward, John Cliffe, Leicester, Bout Manufacturer, March 24 at 12, at 
offices of Harvey, Pocklinzton’s walk, Leicester 

Watson, Jonathan, jun, Manchester, Fruiterer. March 24 at 11, at 
78, Cross, street, Manchester. Ho igson 

White, John, Taunton, Somerset, Innkeeper. 
of Reeves, Mary street, Taunton 

Wills, John Jarvis, Paignton, Devon, Grocer. March 26 at 11, at office 
of Carter and Son, Cary buildings, Abbey road, Torquay 

Wood, Thomas, New Wakefield, York, Tailor, March 24 at 10.39, at 
offices of Scholes and Son, Leeds road, Dawsbury 

Woodbridge, John, Harrow-on-the-Hill, Builder. March 28 at 2, at 33, 
Gutter lane. Vanderpump, South square, Gray’s inn 

Woodworth, Benjamin, Longton, Staffuri, Eugineer. March 27 at 2, at 
Office of Welch, Caroline street, Longton : 

Woolley, William, Dartford, Kent, Grocer. March 27 at 2, at offizes of 
Banks, Coleman street 

Worton, John, Lower Gornal, Stafford, Builder. 
Bush Hotel, Dudiey. Gould ani Elcock 

Wright, William, Chesterfield, Derby, Draper. March 20 at 11, at office 
of Cowdell, Soresby street, Chesterfieid 


Fripay, March, 14, 1873, 

Balls, William, Holland mews, Holland road, Kensington, Cab Pro- 
he or. March 28 at 4, at office of Ableit, Cambridge terrace, Hyde 
Par! 

Bark, Samuel, Kidderminster, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. March 
24 at 3, at offices of Prior, Church street, Kidderminster 

Barry, William, Poland street, Oxford street, Agent. March 24 at 3, at 
offices of Parkes, Beaufort buildings, Strand 

Bearpark, Jehn, Copmanthorpe, York, Solicitor’s Clerk. March 29 a6 
3, at offices of Crumbie, Stonegate, York 

Bennett, William, and John Bennett, Exeter, Builders. March 29 ab 
12, at 13, Castle street, Exeter. White 

Birch, Alfred, Prendergast, Haverfordwest, Tailor. March 28 at 2, a 
the Townhall, Carmarthea. Lloyd, Haverfordwest 

Bird John Cox, Everett street, Russell square, Grocer. March 31 at 2, 
at ottices of Izard and Betts, Eastcheap ‘ 

Bishop, John George, Coleman street, New North road, Builders. Apti 
4 at 3, atthe Chamber of Commerce, Cheapside, Lewis, Wilmiagt0® 
square 


March 24 at 12, at offises 


March 22 at ll, at the 
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Bowen, Henry John, South Audley street, Westminster, Wine Mer- 
bowent. Murch 27 at 12, at offices of Carter and Betl, Leadenhall 


Bragg, William, Middlesborough, York, Grocer, March 27 at 11, at 
offices of Dunn and Son, High row, Darlington 
Brook, Isaac, Ipswich, Suffolk, Florist. March 27 at 11.30, at office of 
Jackaman and Sons, Silent street, Ipswich 
Brown, Robert, Wallsend, Northnmberlend, Joiner. March 27 at 11, at 
offices of Story, Cross house, Westgate road, Neweastle-upon-Tyne 
Buck, Thomas, Knaresborough, York, Currier. March 28 at 12, at office 
of Richardson, Harrogate 
Buckley, Henry, Appleby Magna, Leicester, Draper. March 25 at 3, at 
offices of Rowlands and Co, Colmore row, Birmingham 
an, Jesse, Haddenham, Bucks. Cattle Dealer. March 29 at 2, at 
the Bell Hotel, Aylesbury. Beswick, Bedford row 
Chapman, Joseph, Osborne terrace, Stroud green lane, Hornsey, Iron- 
monger. March 27 at 3, at office of S'ater and Pannell, Guildhall 
chambers, Basinghall street. Neave, London wall 
Chuck, William Henry, Munster street, Regent’s Park, Broker. March 
yl at 2. at 12, Hatton garden. Mershall 
Comrie, Fanny Louisa, (and not Canrie, »s erroneously printed in 
Gazette of March 7,) Harvist road, Hornsey road, Schoolmistress. 
March 31 at 11, at office of Boulton and Sons, Northampton sq uure 
Cranston, William, Middlesborongh, York. Beot Maker. March 29 at 
11, at offices of Brai:hwaite, Albert rew, Middlesborough 
Dod, Henry Charles, Brompton road, Hosier. March 27 at3, at offices 
of Lovering and Co, Gresham street. Perrin, King street, Cheapside 
Dorrell, William, Gloucester, Grocer, March 26 at 2, at offices of Jones, 
Eldon chambers, Gloucester 
Drinkwater, Samuel, Witton-cum-Twambrooks, Cheshire, Joiner. 
March 27 at 2, at the Royal Hotel, Crewe. Green and Dixon, 
Northwich 
Dudgeon, Robert, jun, Leicester, Brushmaker. March 27 at 12, at office 
of Hunter, Halford street, Leicester 
Ellerd, William James, Luton, Bedford, Plumber. April 4 at 2, at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Chapel street, Luton. Jeffery, Northampton 
Emmott, Thomas, Warley, Hali‘ax, York, Farmer. March 28 at 4, at 
offices of Storey, Cheapside, Halifax 
‘Fogden, Charles, Charles street, Grosvenor square, Licensed Victualler. 
March 22 at 1), at offices of Willis, Saint Martin's court, Leicester 
square 
Franklin, James Worman, Ramszate, Kent, Coal Merchant. March 26 
at 3, atl, York street, Ramsgate. Edwards 
Gee, Abel, Stockport, Cheshire, Draper. March 28 at 10.30, at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Portwood, Stockport. Sampson, Manchester 
Hackers, Edward, Scarborough, York, Tobacconist. April 2 at 3, at 
offices of Richardson, Queen street, Scarborough 
Halford, Edward, Birmingham, Builder. March 24 at 3, at offices of 
Wilson, Bennett's hill, Birmingham. Simmons, Birmingham 
Hall, Isaac, Camden road, Dairyman. March 24 at 12, at offices of 
Cattlin, Basingha!l st reet 
Hallworth, William, Laurence Ponntney lane, Cerpenter. April 2 at 3, 
at offices of Lawrance and Co, Old Jewry chambers 
Hanlon, Edward, Old Kent road, Leather Seller. March 28 at 11, at the 
. a Coffee house, Gresham street. Parry, King street, Cheap- 
le 
Hardeker, Simeon, and Robert Dex Birkhead, Manchester, Smal|lware 
Merchants. April 4 at 3, at offices of Addleshaw and Warburton, 
King street, Manchester 
Hartley, Anna, Woodhouse, L: eds, Widow. March 20 at 11, at office of 
Lockwood, Park row, Leeds 
Hemming, Alfred, Lowesmoor, Worcester, Builder. March 27 at 11, at 
offices of Pidcock, Foregateistreet, Worcester 
Hemsley, Henry, Pellgreen, Wadhurst, Sussex, Innkeeper. March 26 
at 11, at the Balaclava Inn, Pellzreen. Palmer, Tonbridge 
Heptonstall, James, sen, Stutton, York, Farme:. March 25 at1l, at 
offices of Brearey end Watson, Museum street, York 
Hewitt. Thomas, Kingston-upon-Thames, Surrey, Lime Merchant. 
March 29 at 3, at offices of Sherrard, Lincoln’s inn ficlds 
Hignell, Samuel, Bristol, Grocer. Murch 22 at 11, at offices of Essery, 
Guildhall, Broad street, Bristol 
Holbrook, Edward John, Chesterfield, Derby, Fruiterer. March 28 at 3, 
at office of Gee, High street, Chestertield 
Hornstedt, Nicholas William, Leadenhall street, Ship Broker. April 3 
at 2, at office of Ellis and Crossfields’, Mark lane 
Humphreys, Zophar, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Land Surveyor. March 
29 at 11, at offices of Hughes and Son, North parade, Aberystwith 
Jackson, Amos, Scarborough, York, Hackney Carriage Proprietor. 
March 31 at 4, at offices of Wiiliamson, Newborough street, Scar- 
borough 
Jackson, Edwin, Stalybridge, Cheshire, Innkeeper. March 25 at 12, at 
offices of Bent, Macket place, Winstord 
Jennings, John, Bradford-en-Avon, Wilts, Draper. March 24 at 2, at 
the Kear Hotel, Chippenh Sh l!, Bradtord-on Avon 
Johnson, Frederick, Portsea. Hants, Marine Photographer. March 26 
at 4, at cflices of King, Union street, Portsea 
Josling, William, Great Waltham, Essex, Farmer. March 28 at 12, at 
offices of Duffieid and Bruty, High street, Chelmsford 
Knowles, Robert, Old Bailey, Fringe Manufacturer. March 25 at 12, at 
office of Baylis and Co, Church court chambers, Old Jewry 
Lambert, Reece Lloyd, Leeds, Milliner. March 26 at 2, at offices of 
Simpson and Burrell, Albion street, Leeds 
Laslett, Richard, Brighton, Sussex, Draper. March 29 at 12, at the 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham street. Good , Brighton 
Leedham, John, Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Leicester, Licensed Victualler. 
March 24 at 12, at the Lamb inn, Market street, Ashby-de-la-Zouch. 
Wilson, Burton-upon-Trent 
Lovely, Mary, Ipswich, Suffolk, Florist. March 27 at 11, at offices of 
Jackaman and Sons, Silent street, Ipswich 
Lucas, William, Rochdale, Lancashire, Saddler. March 31 at 3, at the 
mercial Hotel, Brown street, Manchester. Ashworth, Rochdale 
Lyons, Sarah, Panton street, Haymarket, Tobacconist. March 29 at 2, 
= ae Union Arms, Panton street, Haymarket. Froggatt, Argyll 
Macleod, Malcolm, Salford, Lancashire, Concrete Manufacturer. March 


31 at 4, at offices of Addieshaw and Warburton, King street, Man- 
chester 














Marshall, Abraham, Hulme, Lancashire, Pickle Manufacturer. March 
24 at 3, at the Mitre Hotel, Cathedral gates, Manchester. Dewhurst, 
Manchester 

Marshall, James, Brinnington, Chester, Cotton Spinner. March 27 at 3, 
at the Clarence Hotel, Spring gardens, Manchester. Cooper and Sons, 
Manchester 

Millard, Charles Brice, Sheffield, Grocer. March 25 at 2, at 6, Norfolk 
row, Sheffield. Tuylor 

Miller, Marwood Francis, Bristol, Beer Retailer. March 24 at 12, at 18, 
Nicholas street, Bristel 

Mudd, Edmund Arthar, Thomas street, Heckney road, Carpenter. 
April 7 at 3, at offices of Holloway, Buall’s Pond road, Islington. 
Heathfield, Lincoln’s inn fie'ds 

Monnings, Andrew, Lowestoft, Suffolk, General Draper. March 26 at 
12, at offices of Nichols and Co, Cook’s court, Lincoln’sinn,, Gals- 
worthy, Ipswich 

Newton, Isaac, Derby, Tailor. March 27 at 11, at offices of Leech, Fal 
street, | erby 

Parry, Thomas, Old street, Shoreditch, Saw Maker, March 26 at 2, at 
the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham street. Chorley and Crawford, Moor- 
gate street 

Paxton, Robert, Monkwearmouth, Durham, Grocer. March 26 at 12, 
at offices of Graham ard Graham, John street, Sunderland 

Peacock, John, Wimblington, Cambridge. Coal Dealer. March 29 at 3 
at the Georc e inn, Chatteris. Richardson, Chatteris 

Perkins, Samuel, jun, Brushfield street, Spitalfields, Potato Salesman, 
April 3 at 2, at offices of Braddeley and Sons, Leman street, Good- 
man’s fields 

Puig, Manuel Valles Y, Lewisham, Kent, out of business. April 3 at 3, 
at offices of Chidley, Old Jewry 

Rampton, Charles, Farnham, Surrey, Jeweller, March 27 at 3, at offices 

Ssof Tilley and Liggins, Finsbury place South 

Ranwell, William, Cowper street, City road, Carpenter. March 26 at 3, 
at offices of Grout and Stephenson, Suff Jk lane, Cannon street 

Redhead, James, Bath, Grocer, March 26 at 11, at offices of Bartrum, 
Northumberland buildings, Bath 

Rees, Edward Vanghan, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Innkeeper. Mareh 29 
at 1, at office of Hughes ard Sen, North parade, Aberystwith 

Reward, Thomas, York, Fish Merchant. March 26 at 3, at offices of 
Brearey and Watson, Museum street, York 

Richards, Joseph Albert, Falmouth, Cornwall, Boot Dealer. March 28 
at 12, at Poweil’s King’s Arms Hotel, Broad street, Penryn 

Ridge, Joseph Charles, Walsall. Stafford, Coal Dealer. March 29at 11, 
at offices of Barrow, Queen street, Wolverhampton 

Sambells, Albert George, and Henry Tailby, Fore street, Hosiers, 
March 27 at 2, at offices of Nind, Saint Benet place, Gracechurch 
street 

Samuel, Albert. Cheltenham, G1 
at 12, at the Bell Hotel, Gloncester 

Saunders, Evelyn Wigton, Pond street, Hampstead, Licensed Victualler. 
March 27 at I, at offices of Dixon and Co, Bedford row, Holborn 

Saunders George, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Bricklayer. Murch 22 at 3, at 
offices of Sharpe, Queen street, Norwich 

Schofield, Wiliium, Liverpool, Woollen rag Dealer. March 3} at 2, at 
Offices of Bellringer, North John street, Liverpool 

Sharp, John Comiey, Coborn road, Bow, Drain Flat Filler. March 27 
at 11, at offices of Presswell, Old Jewry 

Shaw, Edward Thomas, Wellington street, Islington, Sargeon. March 
24 at 3, at ti, Wellington street, Islington 

Smith, Alfred, and Samuel Smith, Hemingfieid, near Barnsley, York, 
Carpenters. March 29 at 2, at offices of Freeman, Pitt street. Barns- 





, Furniture Dealer, March 26 


ley 
Storey, John, Stafford, Baker. March 24 at 11, at - flees of Brough, 
Saint Mary’s Church yard, Stafford : 
Stratford, Charles Henry, Masons’ Arms yard. Maddox street, Livery 
Stable Keeper. March 24 at 3, at offices of Winkworth, Oxford street 
Trenilcock, Robert Belman, Devonport, Devon, Boot Manufacturer, 
March 28 at 12, at offices of Sole and Gill, Saint Aubyn street, Devon- 


port 

Turner, James, East Stockwith, Lincoln, Glue Manufacturer. March 
24 at 12, at the Elephant Hotel, Doncaster. Oldman and Iveson, 
Gainsborough 

West, James, Cotton-in-the-Elms, Derby, Farmer. March 21 at 11, at 
the Midland Hotel, Burton-on-Trent. Argyle and Sons, Tamworth 

Whiley, Hannah, Gorleston, Suffolk, Fishing boat Owner. March 28 at 
12, at offices of Blake, Hall quay chambers, Great Yarmouth, Palmer, 
Gr-at Yarmouth 

Wickham, Henry, Bristol, Draper. March 26 at 11, at offices of Han- 
cock and Co, Guildhall, Bristol, Benson, Bristol 

Wilkins, George, Portsea, Southampton, Baker. March 20 at 12, at 
Totterdell’s Commercial Hotel, Saint George’s square, Portsea. King, 
Portsea 

Williams, Richard, Gartherwen, Betiwsycoed, Carnarvon, Tailor. 
March 24 at lz, at the Ermime Hotel, Flookersbrook. Roberts, 
Bangor 

Winkett, Charles, Birmingham, Provision Dealer. April 2 at 2, at office 
of Davies, Bennutt’s hill, Birmingham 

Witt, Frederick, Billingsgate Market, Fish Salesman. April 2 at 3, at 
ottice of Cordwell, Coliege hill, Cannon street 

Wolf, Edward, and Theresia Wolf, Fore street, Merchants. April 1 at 
12, at 33, Gutter lane. Levirton, Bishopsgate street, Within 

Wright, Maria, Kingswinford, Stafford, Publican. March 23 at 11, at 
offices of Homfray and Holberton, High street, Brierley hill 

Wright, Walter, Fairsted, Essex, Butcher. Marca 26 at 2, atthe 
Commercial Hotel, Great Bardfield. Evans and Co, John street, 
Bedford row 

TuespAY, March 18, 1873. 

Akam, Edward William, Gainbro'rd, Stoke Newington, Plumber. 
April 10 at 3, at offices of Holloway, Ball’s Pond rd, Islington. Child, 
Seuth square, Gray’s inn 

Armitage, John, Stalybridge, Cheshire, Weollen Waste Dealer. April 
4 at 11, at offices of Buckley, Stamford st, Stalybridge 

Balderstone, Joseph, Brougbton-in-Furne-s, Lancashire, Waller. April 
2 at 1.30, at offices of Mzakin, Broughton-in-Furness 

Bartlett, James, Shipston-on-S:our, Worcester, Retail Brewer. April 
4 at 12, at offices of Duke, Christ Church passage, Birmingham 

Barwell, James, Barking, Essex, Builder. April 3 at 12, at offices of 
Haynes, Grecian chambers, Devereux court, Temple 
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April 3 at 11 at the 


March 29 at 12 at 


April 3at 12 at 33, 
March 31 at 3 at 


April 4 at 12 at offices of Pres- 


March 27 at 12, at offi cas 


Bate, William, Nantwich, Cheshire, Innkeeper. April 12 at 1.30, at the 
Crown Hotel, Nantwich. Brooke, Nantwich 

Beardmore, Enoch Brown, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Grocer. March 
31 at 3, at offices of Thurstans, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Beswick, George, Seint Anne’s terrace, Saint Anne’s hill, Wandsworth, 
Gent. April 5 at 2at offices of Picard, Saint James's st, Piccadilly. 
Bernard, Saint James’s st 

Blackburn, Charles Berry, Norwich, Currier. March 28 at 12 at offices 
of Coaks, Bank plain, Norwich 

Borrie, Peter, Halifax, York, Civil Engineer. April 1 at 11 at offices of 
Norris and Co, Townhall chambers, Halifax 

Braddick, John Joseph, Bideford. Devon, Grocer. March 31 at 12 at 
offices of Smale, Bath House Bideford 

Bromly, Themas Houlding, Bristol, Sewing Machine Manufacturer, 
March 31] at 12 at offices of Benson, Broad st, Bristol 

Brook. Harry, Tooting, Surrey, Cattle Dealer. March 3] at 10 at offices 
of hisch and Co, Wellington st, strand 

Challans, William, Spilsbury, Lincoln, Saddler. March 27 at 2 at 
offices of Walker and Co, Spilsby 

Collyer, George, Shefileld, Provision Dealer. March 31 at 3 at offices of 
Binney and Sons, Queen st chambers, Sheffield 

Cook, Robert, Leicester, Hosiery Manufacturer. April 1 at 12 at 
offices of Harvey, Pockiington’s walk, Leicester 

Corney, Robert, Middlesborough, York, Painter. March 29 at 10,30 at 
the London Hotel, Queen st, Kingston-upon-Hull, Addenbrooke, 
Middlesaborough 

Dalby, Joseph, Brighton,, Licensed Victualler. March 31 at 3, at offices 
of Black ard Co, Ship st, Brighton 

Davies. Catherine, and Robert Griffith, Carnarvon, Wine and Spirit 
Merchants, April 5 at 1 at the Queen’s Hotel, Carnarvon. Williams, 
Porth yr Awr, Carnarvon 

Davies, Thomas John, Blaenavon, Monmouth, Innkeeper. March 21 at 
11 at office of Williams, Bank chambers, Newporc 

Dawson, Albert, Lewisham, Kent, Stationer. April 2 at 11 at Offices of 
Eagleton, Newgate st 

Day, William, Batley Carr, York, Coal Dealer. 
Scarboreugh Hotel, Dewsbury. Stringer 

Derschi, Hermann, Dean st. Soho, Upholsterer. April 4 at 12 atthe 
Chamber of Commerce, 145 Cheapside. Kynaston and Gasquet, Queen 
st, Cheapside 

Doughty, Fredorick, Burdett rd, Bow, out of business. March 29 at 
11 at the Law Institution, Chancery lane. Mackeson aud Co, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 

Elkington, Richard, Boston, Lincoln, Tea Dealer. 
offices of Dyer, Boston 

Elsam, Harry George, City rd, Stationer. March 3! at 2 at the Masons’ 
Hall Hotel, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Ashley, Charles square, 
Hoxton 

Faulkner, Joseph, High Holborn, Linen Draper. 
Gutter lane. French, Cratched friars 

Fry, William James, Station rd, Claphan, Tailor. 
offices of Simpson, Borough High st 

Gardner, James, Adderbury East, Oxford, Corn Dealer. April lat 11 
at offices of Pellatt, High st, Banbury 

Geere, William Thomas, Old Compton st, Soho, Haberdasher. April 1 at 
2 at the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Ashley and Tee, 
Frederick’s place. Old Jewry 

Goodliffe, Exon Nottingham, Grocer, 
ton, Victoria st, Nottingham 

Gray, William Exley, Great Grimsby, Lincoln, Hosier. March 27 at 11 

. at offices of Grange and Wintringham, West Saint Mary’s gate, Great 
Grimsby 

Green, Moreton Jacob, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Commercial Traveller, 
March 28 at 3 at offices of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastie-upon-Tyne 

Hall, Robert, Sedgefield Durham, Plumber. April 2 at 12 at ottices of 
Proctor. jun, Silver st, Durham 

Hanson, Thomas, William Wood, and Jane Robertshaw, Burnley, Lan- 
cashire, Cotton Spinners. March 31 at 2 at offices of Southera and 
Nowell, Hargreaves st, Burniey 

Harris, Joseph, Birmingham, Gun Stocker. 
of Ladbury, Newhall st, Birmingham 

Hewish, George, Swaffham Bulbeck, Cambridge, Innkeeper. March 
31 at 11 at offices of Jarro!d, Saint Andrew's hill, Cambridge 

Holliday, James, Wigtov, Cumberland, Innkeeper. March 28 at 11, at 
offices of Hodgson and McKeever, Wigton 

Jacobs, Hyman, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Travelling Jeweller. April9 at 12, 
at offices of yorath, Consulate chambers, Bute Docks, Cardiff 

Jones, Thomas William, Brown st, Edgware rd, Oilman. March 28 at 
2, at offices of Miles, King Edward st, Newgate st 

Kelsey, Henry, Leeds, Furniture Broker, March 31 at 2, at offices of 
Whiteley, Albion st, Leeds 

Knight, James, Southsea, Hants, Lodging house Keeper. Marce 28 at 
3, at offices of Paice. Commercial rd, Landport. Walker, Portsea 

Kranz, Henry, Cromer st, Gray’s inn rd, Baker, March 28 at 3, at 
offices of Ricketts, Frederick st, Gray’s inn rd 

Lawrence, Thomas, Hounslow, Grocer. April 1 at 10,at the Townhall, 
New Brentford. Woodbridge and Sons, Olifford’s inn 

Lister, Richard, Sheftield, Wood Turner. March 31 at 12, at offices of 
Tattershall, Queen st, Sheffield 

Little, William, and Robert Henry Payne, Birmingham, Hair Workers. 
March 26 at 3, at the Albion Hotel, Livery st, Birmingham. Joynt 

Mellor, Joel, Hudder: field, York, Traveller. March 29 at 11, at office of 
Bottomley, New st, Huddersfield 

Murray, James, Philpot st, Commercial rd East, Draper. March 28 at, 
1 at offices of Cattlin, Basinghall st 

Mutteen, John Philip, Manchester, Commission Agent. March 29 at 3 
at the Old Swan Hotel, Poo} st, Manchester, Ward 

Nankwell, John Peter, Truro Cornwall, Farmer. March 2) at 3 at 
offices of Carlyon and Pau!!, Quay st, Truro 

Overton, Jobn, jan, Kenilwerth, Warwick, Tailor. April 8 at 4 at the 
King’s Arms Hote}, Kenilworth. Overell, Leamington Priors 

Parry, Frederick, Leeds, Woollen Manufacturer. March 31 at 12 at 
offices of Spirett, East parade, Leeds 

Pashby, Cornelins, Filey, York, Fish Merchant. March 31 1.30 at office 
of Williamson, Newborough st, Scarborough 

Poole, George, Barton-under-Needwood, Stafford, Blacksmith. March 

. 31 at 2 at offices of Barnes and Russell, Lichfield : 





! Vasey, William, Darlington, Labourer. 





—_— 

Read, Everard, Nottingham,Carver. March 31 at 11 at officesof Brittle » 
Saint Peter’s chambers, Saint Peter’s gate, Nottingham 

Reay, Daniel, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Provision Dealer, March 23 at 12 
at offices of Dickinson, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Redding, Frederick Charles, Saint George’s terrace, Kilburn, Cheese. 
monger. March 31 at !1 at offices of Lewis, Cheapside 

Reeves, George Thomas, Hastings, Sussex, Broker, April 4at 12 at 23 
Havelock, Hastings. Cheesman “ 

Roberts, John Church, Yoxall, Stafford, Druggist. March 31 at 11 at 
offices of Glover, Park st, Walsall 

Saunders, George, Leicester, Currier. * March 28 at 11 at offices of 
Jeffery, Market square, Northampton 

Sanderson, Edward, West Hartlepool, Durham, Iron Manufacturer, 
March 31 at 3.30 at the Royal Hotel, West Hartlepool. Todd, Hartle- 


poo 

Schofield, William, Liverpool, Shoddy Dealer. March 31 at 2 at office of 
Bellringer, North John st, Liverpool 

Schofield. William, Farnworth, Lancashire, Builder. April 1 at 3 at 
the Red Cross Inn, Bradshawgate, Bolton. Cork 

Sheen, Michael John, The Lodge, Victoria Station Pimlico, Fruiterer, 
April 2 at 2 at offices of Hutchinson, Vauxhail Bridge rd 

Sidders, Alfred, Charing, Kent, Miller. March 28 at 2 at the King’s 
Head Inn, Charing. Norwocd 

Smith, Christopher, Tonge-with-Haul!gh, near Bolton, Lancashire, Tol! 
Contractor. March 28 at 3 at offices of Gooden, Mawdsley st, Bolton 

Smith, John, Saint Helen’s, Lancashire, Boot Dealer. March 31 at Ll 
at offices of France, Courch gate, Market place, Wigan 

Smith, John, Chapel Allerton, near Leeds, out of business. March 28 
at 3 at the Commercial Hotel, Albionst, Leeds. Walter, Birmingham 

Spratt, William, Hackney road, Boot Manufacturer. March 31 at 1 at 
at offices of Cat tlin, Basinghall st 

Swanson, William, Commercia! st, Spitalfields, Salesman. 
at offices of Wood and Hare, Basingh ll st 

Symons. William Henry, Bidetord, Devon, Grocer. March 31 at 12,30 
at offices of Bencratt, Bentport +t, Barnstaple 

Taylor, William, Yoxall, Stafford, Draper, March 23 at 11 at offices of 
Glover, Park st, Walsall 

Thomas, John Thomas, Treherbert, Draper. 
Jenkins, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Tivg»y, Samuel Neal, Seven Sister’s rd, Draver. 
Gutter lane, Phelps and Sidgwick, Gresham st 

Tremear, John Cooke, Bideford, Devon, Builder. 
of Rooker and Bazeley, Briggeland st, Bideford 

March 31 at 4 at offices of 


April 1 at$ 


March 27 at 1 at offices of 
April 2 at 2 at 33, 
April 3 at 12 at office 


Walton, Bank foot, Darlington 
Vaughan, Thomas, Bristol, Innkeeper. 
Smith and Co, Shannon court, Corn street, Bristol. 

Bristol 
Wall, Frederick Issac, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Outfitter. 
offices of Barnard and Co, Albion chambers, Bristol. 


March 28 at 11 at offices of 
Fus:;ell and Co, 


April 2 at lat 
Ensor, Cardiff 


* Wo»dhouse, Samuel, Birmingham, Tailor. March 24 at 3 at offices of 


Joynt, Moor st, Birmingham 
Wright, William, Bookham st, New North rd, Cabinet Maker. April 3 
at 3, at offices of Taylor and Jaquet, South st, Finsbury square 








M ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER'S 
i LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, inctuding 
Landed Estates, ‘Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shooting 
Quarters,* Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, Honse Property and 
Investments generally, is pub!ished on the first day of each month, 
and may be obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, .C., 
or Will be sent by postin return for two stamps,—Particulars for insere 
tion should be received not later than four days previons tothe end 
of the preceding month. 


XECUTORS and TRUSTEES, haying SILVER, 
PLATE, WATCHES, Jewellery, Cuina, Giass, Paiutings, 
Bronzes, Books, Wearing Apparel, Merchandise, Trade Stocks, &c., &c., 
to DISPOSE OF, will find the ‘ West-end Auction Mart” tho best 
medium for realising, it being centraliy situated, and replete with every 
convenience for the better display of property. Advances prior to sales. 
Valuations made for all pnr.oses.—W. Hiecinsyruam & Sons, Pro- 
prietors, 8 and 9, Upper St. Martin’s-lane, W.C. 





OYAL PULYLECHNIC, 309, Regent street.— 
LENT.—Fuel : what shall we burn ? New andimporcant Lecture 

by Professor Gaidner.—The Worlds above : New Astronmical Lecware, 
by Mr. King, with Spectral and Dioramic Effects, by Dr. Croft.—tlida 





and Seek ; New Comical and Character Entertainment, by Mr. Percy 
Vere.—How Jane Conquest rang the Bell, by Mrs, Oswald Hughes; with 
Splendid Effects. Many other entertaiuments, Admission Is. Open 
twice daily, 12 to 5, and 7 to 10. 
THE NEW BANKRUPTCY COURT 
Is only a few minutes’ walk from 
CARR'S, 2 6 5, STRAND.— 
Dinnzrs (from the joint) vegetables, &c., ls. 6d., or with Soup 

or Fish, 28. and 2s. 6d. “IfI desire a substantial dinner off the joint, 
with the agreeable accompaniment of light wine, both cheap and 
good, I know only of one house, and that is in the Strand, close tu Danes 
Inn. There you may wash down the roast beef of old England with 
excellent Burgundy, at two shillings a bottle, or you may be supplied 
with half a bottle for a shilling.”—All the Year Roand, June, 18, 1864, 
page 440, 

The new Hall lately added is one of the handsomest dining-rooms in 
London, Dinners (trom the joint) , vegetables, &c., ie. 6d, 


———— 


OSCOW POLYTECHNIC EXHIBITION, 
1872. LYONS EXHIBITION, 1872. (GOLD MEDALS.) 
First Prize awarded to LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT uF MEAT 
for best quality. 
Cavurion.—None genuine without Baron Liebig’s, the Inventors, 
signature, Ask tor Liebig Company's Extract. 








